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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 


No. 3915. 

T,™ °""™ . Op, « 

vs. 

A. Leftwich Sinclair et al. 

Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 40650. 

VS. 

A teitiS i£'Sw«Tcor d h''' , “ , '“ f - 

S-a *»* “SCt?tf 

Mrs. Leola Nelson Nine Mart F * T nil ™ k) 0scar P - Hunt, 

Hr. F. G. McLeod, Chester Ha rS’bVv R « se 
p. M. Kindelberger, Mrs I V u»i»h ?' . R E - Mathers, 

Hansen, H. W Seiller Willie ™ ^ - Herrin, Carolyn D 

Pate, Molly AVeaver mIV 4 C Vf S r° n ’ ° ,arles H Taylor, McCall 
telle Fen/o, TereL’ R Bailey GaS^ J ° hn f, La ">'> ^ 

Brown, I. E. Block, Herbert Com r w^m, 17 ’ •J ohn Wilson 
Moore, Mrs. Elizabeth Reese Miss H Walker, Miss Kate L. 
Martha E. Clark and Edna Turnel r M I i nb,nson ’ W. H. Judge, 
sorge, Miss Marjorie F Jones TW °n **;B u gH«et, Martin C. An- 
hardt, T. Griffin Smith S ?T^,^ C \ Gra ee H Den- 
Royal Hungarian Legation Howard 9 McAllister, 

and Hope Peckham, W. A Hushes H r Emma Edwards 
bott, Mrs. H. C. Daniels F HWiS„ 7eU M ^ Caw '7> A - L - Tal- 
son, J. p. McMahon. G H ’ iVi,^ d ir 0r ?’ Martha Atk *n- 
Miss F. N. Hoa^hml C Q 'uri aUt ' ^ Irs - Vlr gmia C. O’Brien 
h. E. Neudecker^Donald^F Washh^ ^t 88 Eaus ^ ine Hennis, Ml*s , 
lie G Bauer. Flomnce g£J 2 t ^ Miss N e'- 

wm, Robert H. McNeill Nelson B rwn M n eCkel > ^ arohne Bald- 
Bowman, Ben C HartiV p w -.p as kdl, George P. Hill, Ralph 

Ruth Pan tall, Mrs. L. H.’Neudeckef M^ T TS ^ b T 

L. Pearce, Mr. and Mrs. H. H. Burr’, Samuei H. Kautn S 
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dore D. Peyser, Mrs. Lydia M. Patterson, A. R. Peters, Ernest H. 
Emery, A. Wenger, Harry A. Kenny, Elsie Harman, R. J. An¬ 
derson, M. E. Hanna, Mrs. H. A. Foster, James F. Johnson, Mrs. 
T. K. Albaugh, W. S. Harris, W. S. Abernathy, Mrs. Frances F. 
Wagner, Marie K. Gabler, G. Bryan Pitts, Mrs. A. E. Goldsmith, 
John R. Waller, Blanche E. Davis, Margaret K. Harris, Mrs. Mary 
C. Shafer, Miss M. Helen Slaughter, John F. Overend, W. 
b C. Ballantyne, Robert S. Brookings, Mrs. 0. I. Woodley, 

Miss E. H. Dougherty, John H. Hoffman, Mrs. Thomas E. 
McAtee, Florence S. Woolfolk, John R. Waller, John G. Winter, 
Mrs. H. C. Bolton, Mrs. James M. Nave, Mrs. Genevieve Elliott, 
E. H. Reede, Albena M. Creller, George S. Groves, Alden Samp¬ 
son, Cora L. Campbell, Gerald Griffin, Charles D. Hamel, C. W. 
O’Connor, Nettie Campbell Camp, John Rosenfeld, Nell W. Bar- 
tram, Miss M. Sawyer, E. R. Berkeley, Respondents. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Be it remembered, That in the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, at the Citv of Washington, in said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and proceed¬ 
ings had, in the above entitled cause, to wit: 


1 Petition for Writ of Injunction. 

Filed October 27, 1922. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 40C50. 

The Chastleton Corporation, a Corporation, ami Felix T.ake 

and Claude II. Hahn, Petitioners, 


A Leftwich Sinclair, Clara Sears Taylor, sod \V illiam F. 
Gude Rent Commissioners of the District of Columbia and John 
II Amig, E. M. Rossiter, Miss H. Ruth Cocke, Dr. Clarence M. 
Dollman, J. P. Wiley, Dr. De Witt C. Chadwick, Oscar P. Hunt, 
Mrs. Leola Nelson King, Mary F. I.ally P. P. Truxton Isel Rose, 
Dr F G. McLeod, Chester Harrell. Paul B. Roberts, R. E. Mathers, 
D. M. Kindelberger, Mi’s. I. V. Hatch, A W. Femn, Carolvn. D 
Hansen, H. W. Seiller, William Wilson, Charles H. Taylor McCall 
Pate Mollv Weaver, Mrs. A. C. McT.oughhn, John P Daily, Es¬ 
telle’Fenno, Teresa R. Bailey, Garnett January, John Wilson 
Brown, I. E. Block, Herbert Corey L W. Malker, Miss Kate L. 
Moore, Mrs. Elizabeth Reese, Miss H C Robinson, W. H. Judge, 
Martha E. Clark and Edna Turner, G M Bugiozet, Martin C An- 
sorge, Miss Marjorie F. Jones, Roscoe C. McCulloch, Grace H. Den- 
hardt, T. Griffin Smith, Miss E. H. Smalley, Lambert McAllister, 
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Royal Hungarian Legation, Howard S. Leroy, Emma Edwards 

■.; McMahon, G. H. Lautz, Mrs. Virginia C. O’Brien 
l 'w \t . oaKblIllb Li. S. Wilcox, Miss Faustina Dennis Mrs’ 
Ncudecker, Donald F. Washburn, James A. Bailey Miss Neb 
e *'■ li.mer. 1 lorence Grimes, Evans E. Moeckel Caroline Bald- 
«in, Robert H. McNeill Nelson B. Gaskill, George P Hill Ralph 
Bowman, Ben C. Hartig, F. H. Mistretta, Margaret AmbroseZd 
Kuth Pan tall, Mrs L H. Neudecker, Miss T. I. Hall, Miss Evelyn 
earce, Mr. and Mrs. H. H. Burr, Samuel H. Kauffman Theo- 
<lore D. Peyser, Mrs. Lydia M. Patterson. A. R. Peters Ernest H 
Lmery, A. Wenger, Harry A. Kenny, Elsie Harman’ R J An- 
derson, M E. Hanna Mrs. H. A Foster, James F. Johnson, Mr. 

. K. Albaugh, W. S. Harris W. S. Abernathy, Mrs. Francis F. 
\\ agner Mane K. Gabler, G. Bryan Pitts, Mrs. A. E. Gold- 
2 smith, John R. Waller, Blanche E. Davis, Margaret K 

r i „ H /! ms ’ Mrs. Mary C. Shafer, Miss M. Helen Slaughter 
t° yv 'ji ' eIe » n r < ' ’ M • c Ballantyne, Robert S. Brookings, Mrs. O.’ 

L W oodley Mip E H. Dougherty, John H. Hoffman, Mrs. 
riiomas E. McAtee, Florence S. Woolfolk, John R. Waller, John 

'■ ^ V'n'' 1 "’ Mjj- H. C. Bolton, Mis. James M. Nave, Mrs. Gene- 
vueve Elliott, E. H. Reede, Albena M. Creller, George S. Groves 
Alden Sampson Cora L Campbell, Gerald Griffin, Charles D.’ 

nTw « Z' ° C v, nn ° r ;, N o ttie Cam P bel l Camp, John Rosenfeld, 
Nell W. Bartram Miss M. Sawyer, E. R. Berkeley, Respondents. 

Your petitioners respectfully represent to this Honorable Court: 

( ) 1 etitioners, the Chastleton Corporation is a corporation in* 
corporated under the laws of the State of Delaware; petitioner Felix 

, 7? , IS a , eltlzen , of , the United S ‘ates and a resident of the District 
of Co umbia; and both petitioners file this suit in their own right 
as will more fully hereinafter appear. , 

(2) The defendants A. Leftwich Sinclair, William F. Gude, and 
Clara Nears Taylor are the three commissioners constituting the 
Rent Commission of the District of Columbia, and are sued as such: 
that the other defendants were at the time of the institution of the 
proceedings hereinafter in this petition complained of and were the 
tenants occupying the apartments in said property hereinafter de¬ 
scribed and are still tenants in said property, and are all sued in 
their on n rights, as will more fully hereinafter appear. 

(3) i hat heretofore, to wit, on January 25, 1922, and for a con- 
siderable time prior thereto, your petitioner, frelix Lake, was 

d he owner of certain property located in the City of Washinc- 
ton, District of Columbia, and known as Lots 104 63 to 76 
inclusive, and <0 to 72 inclusive, also south 77 feet by full width of 
lots 68 and 69 and south 11 feet by full depth of lot 73, all in 
square 1J2, with improvements thereon known as The Chastleton 
Apartments Corner 16th & R Streets, Northwest, Washington 

n atnlm- °F ? olu T mbla > whl . ch property was purchased by 8 the 
plaintiff, Felix Lake, on the 8th day of April, 1921, before it was 
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finished, and the plaintiff, Felix Lake, paid for same the sum of Two 
Millioh Three Hundred Thousand Dollars, all as shown by a copy 
of the original contract of purchase had between your petitioner, 
Felix Lake and the former owner thereof, which said contract is 
hereto annexed, marked Petitioners’ Exhibit No. 1, and prayed to 
be read and considered as a part of this petition as fully as if set 
forth in detail herein. 

Petitioner Lake further advised the court that after acquisition of 
this property by him in this manner, he expended large sums of 
money in furnishing the property and that after the expenditure of 
the necessary money to furnish said property and the incident losses 
of, the equipping and renting of said property, the said property 
actually cost your petitioner Lake in excess of Two and One-half 
Million Dollars. 

(4) Your petitioner Lake further advises the court that on the 
27th or 28th day of January, 1922 a written offer to purchase said 
property was submitted to him by one Jessie Ball du Pont and that 

after considering the same for several days, he finally on the 

4 2nd day of February, 1922, accepted said offer and signed his 
consent to said agreement of purchase and sale. A copy of 

said agreement of purchase and sale is hereto attached, marked 
Petitioners’ Exhibit No. 2, and prayed to be read and considered as 
fully as if set forth in detail herein. 

(5) Your petitioners further advise the court that what is know r n 
as the Rent Commission of the District of Columbia, a supervisory 
body acting under authority vested in it by an act of Congress of 
the United States, issued notice under date of January 25, 1922, 
directed to the rental agents of this property, to wut, the F. H. Smith 
Company advising it of its decision to fix and determine a schedule 
of reasonable rents and charges for all of the apartments in this 
property, known as the Chastleton Apartment House, copy of said 
notice being hereto annexed, marked Petitioners’ Exhibit No. 3, and 
prayed to be read and considered as fully as if set forth in detail 
herein. 

(6) Your petitioner Lake further advised this court that when he 
signed the contract to sell said property on the 2nd of February, 
1922, he w r as on date leaving the City of "Washington for the purpose 
of spending some several weeks in the mountains of North Carolina 
for the purpose of recuperation by reason of having undergone an 
operation which necessitated his giving up business and all worries 
until such time as he could regain his health; that at the time of 
leaving he had no notice directly or indirectly of any contemplated 
action by the Rent Commission to consider and fix fair rentals for 
the apartments. He further advised the court that he had no notice 

of the contemplated action of the Rent Commission nor of 

5 any proceedings or hearing before the Rent Commission until 
his return to Washington which was sometime before the 

contract entered into between the said Jessie Ball du Pont and this 
petitioner for the purchase of said property had been closed and the 
title conveyed to the said Jessie Ball du Pont, which said contract 
was closed and such conveyance had on the 27th of March, 1922; 
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ceedings 1 bjfor^he Snt cLmlssTo^eTd ° f SUch pr °- 

the property and with all owne Sn tn ^ parted "' ith titIe to 
fore did not take any action or stemre?, sa . ld Property, and, there- 
proceedings. p 0 P r °toct himself against such 

Company ww'^e^ntST^ntffo^th'^ 61 ’’ that th ® F ' H Smith 

said purchase and sale underthe contract at the time of 

the sa ' d Jessie Ball du Pont and f '!*' 1 J our Petitioner 
the 2<th of March, 1922 when th« r ■ continued as such until 

to said property. On said da?e all Z 65816 Ba " du Pon ‘ took title 
of every kind and nature had with feT™ 11 ! 8 ! and contracts 
delivered to the agent of the sMd J e iL r t/d 83 p pr ° perty were 
them over under an assignment from H « who *°ok 

employed her own managers assistant Simth Company and 
operated and conducted said p’ronertt nntd ?f g6 *?’ e , mpl °yees and 
Rent Commission in said case whichVas onfh^l d f ' A sion o{ the 

Petitioner further advises the 111, • 16th ? f Au S-, 1922. 

Jn® rental agent through its assistant J, 8 * le ls n ,°"' reformed that 
the Rental Department of the commnvfiT' wh £,“ mana Ser of 

« Sr 

communicate with him, ivhlchZd^MalitSsSs:* 7 t0 

Information to the Rent Commission of the District of Columbia. 
Oomes now the F U m 

Perry, Assistant Secretary anH ?> ^ or P orat ion, by E. G 

D, s of ,h - 

apartment house known as the ClRto h** Tc' fU * 6 1 ! ten ants in an 

to the Rent Commission that their ren^ f^ 6 ’ "> u haVC complained 
said complaint the Rent Commi«ion re n° hlgh ’ and that «pon 

1 ooo d n0, ‘ 0e that " ill, on to wdt Ve^4th^ 1S ‘r 1 n f u Columbia 
1922, at the hour of ten o’clock A M 14 ^ da ;? f Februal -.V, A. D„ 

tenants in these several cases anH fiv *’ llear , the complaint of the 
Smith Company in the l,® r a ? d f X tl,e re ? a ‘<> be charged by he 
made to it. 6 S ®' eraJ cases ”> "hich complaint has been 

an? and ,1 Cn„. p „ y „ M 

property, Felix Lake, nor has th^ sn^ f" gl l e V ° the own er of the 
8 b66n mada 

interest whatsoever in the Clifton* Te ^ Smith Company has no 
the Clifton Terrace Anartnient T Apart ment property, that 
chased the same and had the sam^ 11 ^ DV , one Pake who pur- 
recorded among the Land Records of die Dit( ^’. m f u " d f deed duly 

dee , d he'ngof date and recorded in the monre f f k Colum bia, and 
said Felix Lake being a residenf nf fi G 5I? 1 ? . February, 1920 the 

n ° w and has had since the date of the nuroh^ ° f and has 
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Deponent further says that the F. H. Smith Company, through 
its attorney this day, February 14, 1922, at the hour of ten A. M., 
appeared before the Rent Commission of the District of Columbia 
and advised the Rent Commission that the F. H. Smith Company 
were only rental agents and had no further interest in the property 
and further advised the Rent Commission that the said Felix Lake 
was the owner of the property and that he should be made a party 
to the proceeding and that he should be notified in order that he 
might employ counsel and appear before the Commission to protect 
his rights as owner of said property. 

Deponent further says that counsel for the F. H. Smith Company 
also advised the Commission this 14th day of February, 1922, that 
there was an operation performed on Felix Lake some three 

7 weeks ago, and that as a result of the operation the said I^ake 
became sick and left the jurisdiction about ten days ago and 

had not returned and would not return for several days yet, he being 
at this time in North Carolina. 

Deponent says that the information obtained from the office of 
Felix Lake this morning was to the effect that they expected the said 
Lake home some time during this present week. 

Deponent says that they have no authority to employ counsel nor 
have they any authority to do anything in connection with this mat¬ 
ter by reason of the absence of the said Lake and their inability to 
communicate with him. 

They, therefore, ask in the interest of fairness that the time for 
hearing be extended for some reasonable time, to be fixed by the 
Commission, and that Lake be made a party and given notice of the 
proceeding, in order that he may be given an opportunity to employ 
counsel and appear and defend his interest with respect to the mat¬ 
ters now before the Commission for consideration. 

(S.) E. G. PERRY. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and for the 
District of Columbia, this 14th day of February, A. D., 1922. 

(S.) FLORA E. DAVIS, 

Notary Public, D. C. 

Your petitioner, Lake, is advised that this affidavit was filed in what 
is known as the Clifton Terrace case, which was set for trial on the 
same day and at the same hour that the Chastleton case was set for 
trial, all before the Rent Commission, and that he is further advised 
that counsel for the F. H. Smith Company asked for a continuance 
in the Chastleton — based upon the facts set forth in this affidavit and 
further advised the Commission of the fact that petitioner Felix Lake 
had sold the property to Jessie Ball du Pont under a written contract 
which could be obtained by the Commission if it so desired 

8 and urged the Commission to continue the case for thirty days 
or for such time as the rental agents could locate your peti¬ 
tioner Felix Lake and advise him of the contemplated action of the 
Rent Commission and linewise to advise the Du Ponts of such con¬ 
templated action of the Rent Commission but the Commission de- 
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‘1» same proceed, and 

was called to the fact that f,, 5 ( R<? nt Commission’s attention 
to the proceedings that the di^Pont 0 "** Fe lx Lake was not a P^y 
proceedings, and thaUhe P H Wh rf n0t T*! parties *° the 
the property except as the rental". 1 Company had no interest in 

then owner, Felix Lake ‘ a ® ents to c °hect the rents for the 

copyof the'contract Zld be" ohf - ! h , e Commission where a 

the fact that und“ the terms ttZ T 7^ advised ‘hem of 
lb' Pont would take possession°of Z pmnertv and ^ ^ 

ute owner of said property on the 27th day of MarLl922 ^ ^ 

now advised that XrtFy^f/Ln ‘p''* 36 court that ‘hey are just 
Company by the Item Commit, 5 ! “ ^ U issued to the F. H. Smith 
25th day of January 1999 n f . S1 ? n w ^ich notice was issued on the 
Chastleton Apartments and nJi J ntoi ? tlon to a fair rental for the 
1922, counstKhep U “hLr 'jZSTJfc ^ dav of February! 
of such contemplated Tction by the Renf fit P ® nt ’ havlng learned 
ington, District of (Wumhia^f^ *° W “ h - 

purpose of ascertaining the facts with Delaware, for the 

visited one of the uS S ^%? V ‘° sa ' d hea ring, and 
9 Capitol Building of the Unhed ^7 * "l hl £ offlce in ‘he 

. ington. Petitioner me advked that ^p" ° f Wash ’ 

vised to communicate with tm nul- ‘n at ‘he said attorney was ad- 

SS? Ml «f s°b. r to 

Chairman of ' v " u sre the 

given notice of its purpose and intend t *l at Commission has 
Apartments and fix a fafr rental I renre^nUhf th ® t ^Beton 

r fently purchased that property and we nai l n W ^ ‘*? at L hay e 
of three million dollars for the Li mi t , in the neighborhood 
tion led me to believe »'tL IP ’ wh,ch ls > as my investiga- 
like to know is what rWurn Ae CoL^ V - 13 w S rth - Wha t I should 
property, if the CommSon h«, S -. 1 ° n a "?" s to th e owner for 

Mr. Sinclair: cCitSS.° n the sub j ec ‘- 

net on the value of the buildina hut if °" * 16 "'V ler sev en per cent 

lion Dollars for the Gdiastleton pronL-tv^thenTh!. 6 T hree Mil * 
and my advice to von is to Jm P™P en y> then ‘hey paid too much, 

the proceedings before the Pommisv UH -7’ and you will follow 

this case we will show you a way to gLLut" 'rh^'h* rn S - tim ° ny in 
opinion is worth Two Million DollaL and no JZ building in my 
over that figure for it, you have C stung ° m ° r6 8nd lf y ° u pald 

who get a 
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to let you have a copy of this testimony and will help you to get out 
of the contract. 

Mr. Pennington: Well, I am much concerned about this matter, 
and perhaps I should like to have a copy of the proceedings. I will 
advise with you about the matter later. 

Your petitioners are now further advised that on the same day 
at the office of the same United States Senator in the United States 
Capitol Building another person connected with the Rent Commis¬ 
sion of the District of Columbia was sent for by the United States 
Senator or one of his clerks and that that official or person associated 
with the Rent Commission came to the United States Capitol and 
to the office of the United States Senator and while in said office at 
said time the said person advised the said Pennington that he had 
paid too much for the Chastleton and that the Rent Commission 
would on the following Monday morning start taking testimony in 
the case. 

Thereupon the said Pennington inquired of the said person as 
to the standing and capacity of one W. Gwynn Gardiner (whom, he 
learned, had been selected by the F. H. Smith Company to appear 
before the Commission to protect its, the F. H. Smith Company’s 
interest, before the Commission) and thereupon the said person ad¬ 
vised the said Pennington that he regarded the said Gardiner as an 
honorable man, capable and a fighter, but that he was in bad graces 
with the Rent Commission as the Rent Commission did not 
11 like him as he had opposed giving them information that 
they thought they should have, and thereupon the said Pen¬ 
nington inquired of the said person as to who did stand in the good 

graces of the Rent Commission and he advised him that Mr. _ 

a member of the Bar was very friendly to the Chairman of the Com¬ 
mission and that if he was thinking of getting an attorney to repre¬ 
sent him that this lawyer could perhaps help him. 

(8) Your petitioners are further advised and upon such advice 
state as a fact that the Rent Commission consisted of only three 
members and that William F. Gude, one of the three members, had 
just previous to the commencement of the proceedings by the Rent 
Commission in this case, received a severe physical injury and was 
thereafter incapacitated to sit on the Rent Commission and did not 
in fact sit with the other two Commissioners during the proceedings 
had in this cause by the Rent Commission, there being only the de¬ 
fendants A. Leftwich Sinclair and Clara Sears Taylor present. There¬ 
fore, at least one of the two Commissioners who sat and determined 
this case and who fixed the value of the apartment after said hear¬ 
ing at Two Million Dollars, determined in his own mind the value 
of Two Million Dollars for this property before a single line of tes¬ 
timony had been introduced in the case, and notwithstanding the 
fact that all of the ^testimony showed the property to be worth from 
$2,/ 50,000 to $3,250,000, the same being entirely ignored and dis¬ 
regarded by these two members of the Rent Commission, and a value 
of Two Million Dollars (the value which had been determined be¬ 
fore the proceedings began) was fixed as the correct value of said 
property. 
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12 finding of that the 

apartment ^ouse'known ^s’The^^hs^Tt 6 ^’' 11 ? 011 the ownera of the 

east corner of 16th andRNw. .ft located at ,he North- 
property/^ n ° *"*“ of any ki " d ™ had upon the owner of the 

foi^SL^^g^ 1 3 ^ 3 ^' and i hc| a f d ttlT ed and there - 

ceedings, to wit, on Saturday the l^ft ^ lat during the pro- 

the tenants of the Chastleton apartment^a^n^^w ’ counsel for 
Commission and asked for a continent. ('P? red . before the Rent 
a continuance was con«entpH tn h 1 \ said application for 

pany, and that the said heaW iLtT 6 ' f - r , the P ' H Smith Com! 
until April 4 ; 1922 Petitioners are i!! a| ;P l,callon continued 
M 6 t <?■ Smit h Company that on the iy'ii' 1 '^ Jy ,. tlle counsel for 
March 20, 1922, he received fro n lm Heii o V1 " g Monday ’ to w ‘‘, 
1D g letter, which states thus: Kent Commission the follow- 


Honorable W. Gwynne Gardiner March 20 > 1922 - 

Attorney and Counsellor ’ 

Woodward Building’ 

Dear Sir: W “ hin « ton » »•’ C. 

A /’ artmen( House (Case 
Saturday, the eighteenth in c I!? + ° n ^- the lieari ng of which was 

4 1922, „ A o,Sri. “;“CS,1""“^IWaTAprii 

a 0f )^, 0U; as Attorney for The P ff / f i e ^°nimission 

Agent of the owner of «aid i u Smith Company, Rental 

will not be able to grant any further^ntinmmrp 181 the Commissi °n 

*- m2 - - 

A. LEPTWICH SINCLAIR 

A. L. S./I, L. H,” "aurrnan, Rent Commimon, D. C. 

th8t e ° Unsel for the F H 
and as a result the hearing before^ he^Renfco" 1611 ^ ? ° ® S ,0 l>e Present 
on, to wit the 21st day of April 1920 ‘ < f°' nm,ss ' < ? n . "’« s concluded 
further advised that in the proce^hnd Lr U fu Pe S honere are now 
withstanding this position of the Rent Ooinm' U> Commission, not- 

Wier x, z e &s 
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of the Commission and from his statement to the attorney for 
the parties who then had a contract to purchase said building that 
the Commission had made up its mind and had adjudged the case 
before one single line of testimony was taken or proceedings had in 
the case and that the testimony adduced at the hearing was entirely 
ignored and no consideration was given the same by the Commis¬ 
sion. 

(11) Your petitioners are further advised that in the proceedings 
before the Rent Commission the testimony showed that there was 
no national emergency and the testimony further showed that no 
emergency existed in Washington, and it further showed that public 
housing conditions were such that apartments could be obtained in 
Washington of all character at rentals ranging from Twenty-five 
Dollars per month up, depending upon the condition and location 
and size of the apartments, all as shown by a brief synopsis of the 
testimony given before the Rent Commission in this case on this 
point, which said synopsis is attached hereto, marked Petitioner’s 
Exhibit No. 4 and prayed to be read and considered as a part hereof 
as fully as if set forth in detail herein. 

14 Petitioners further charge that no war exists at this time 
and that no national emergency exists at this time, and that, 

therefore, the Rent Commission’s Act of the 24th day of August 1921 
and May 22, 1922, under which the Rent Commission was undertak¬ 
ing to act and operate at the time this proceeding was instituted by 
the Rent Commission and this testimony was given before the Rent 
Commission, was null and void and contrary to the 5th Amend¬ 
ment to the Constitution of the United States in depriving your peti¬ 
tioners of their property without due process of law, and petitioners 
are further advised that said Act is null and void under Section 10 
of Article 1 of the Constitution of the United States. 

Petitioners further state as a fact that at the time of the passage 
of the Act entitled “An Act to Extend for a Period of Two Years the 
Provisions of Title 2 of the Food Control and the District of Colum¬ 
bia Rent Act, approved March 22, 1919, as amended” which was on 
Msv 22, 1922, there was no state of war between the United States 
and any other Republic, Sovereignty, Monarchy, State or Nation, 
that there was no national emergency existing, that there was no 
emergency existing in the District of Columbia, and the testimony 
produced before the Rent Commission of the District of Columbia in 
the hearings before said Commission having to do with fixing the 
value of the rents for the Chastleton Apartments, a synopsis of 
which testimony being set forth in Exhibit 4 as above, shows con¬ 
clusively and in fact that there was no emergency in the District of 
Columbia, that there was no scarcity of housing space in the District 
of Columbia, and that there were available for all tenants, 

15 apartments for rent varying in size and rental, and suitable 
to their wants for a reasonable price, to wit, ranging in price 

from Twenty Five — per Month up. 

The testimony further shows that the owners of the Chastleton 
attempted in no case to hold the tenant to the terms of the lease but 
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700.00, out of wl l ,^ lo o sfli onnnl° mmi f ion to « 409 >- 
Cornmission as necessary t„Incit 30 ^ 00 0 ?> was found by the 
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puted testimony of 3% on the value r,f tl,, , g lo the undls_ 

would have a net return to the owner of P er /ear, we 
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17 Z 7 > ft,'. l E 6ndi ”S« -I If* and S y n« 

bn, cenetudJ-JK' 
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individual apartment occupied by the tenant to whom said notice 
was sent, all as evidenced by a copy of the opinion of the Rent Com¬ 
mission filed in said cause, together with the findings of fact of the 
Commission, filed herewith, marked Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 5, and 
prayed to be read and considered as fully as if set forth in detail 
herein. 

Your petitioners further advise the court that there was evidence 
in the ease upon which a finding of fact of a valuation of. flNvbl 
Million Dollars for the property could be based; that all of the 
testimony in the case fixed a valuation on the building of from 
$2,750,000 to $3,250,000, unless it be some testimony offered by one 
witness on direct examination, which said witness did not return 
to the Commission for Cross Examination, and failing to return 
to the Commission for said Cross Examination and the opportunity 
being denied for Cross Examination, a motion was filed to exclude 
his testimony entirely, which motion was never acted upon by the 
Commission, but which testimony was received and considered by 
the Commission, which action of the Commission in so doing was 
void and illegal, and without this testimony, there was no testimony 
of any character which placed a valuation of less than $2,750,000, 
and any finding of fact by the Commission based upon any facts 
other than those the record discloses is void. 

Petitioners, therefore, state that the valuation of Two Million 
Dollars, as undertaken to be fixed by the Commission as a value for 
this property, was not fixed upon any testimony in the case, 
18 and such valuation is, therefore, void. 

(13) Your petitioners further charge that the testimony 
shows that there would necessarily be vacancies existing in these 
apartments during the summer months and that it would be neces¬ 
sary in considering the income to the owner that allowance should 
be made for the loss of rent due to these vacancies, which vacancies, 
according to expert opinion would be twenty percent during the 
summer months, which opinion was based upon the actual result of 
the summer of 1921, and no allowance whatever was made by the 
Commission for said vacancies. 

(14) Your petitioners further charge that an absolescence charge 
should have been alowed since it was shown by experts from the 
Government and employed by the Government in making allow¬ 
ances for obsolescence on similar buildings for the purposes of in¬ 
come tax returns, show that an obsolescence charge of one and one- 
half percent was allowed by the Government and was a proper and 
necessary charge in order to maintain the capital invested, and that 
without said alowance the capital would be necessarily wasted, since 
the depreciation charge did not cover obsolescence and was a distinct 
thing from obsolescence. 

Your petitioners further charge as a fact that the building was 
worth Three Million Dollars and an allowance being found bv the 
Commission of $130,000 for maintenance, repairs, taxes, and services, 
and the Commission having found the gross return to the owner of 
only 8.8% without any allowance for vacancies, obsolescence or ex¬ 
penses necessary and incident to the operation and preservation of 
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states to the court that tWe weZevelir ^° Ur P eti ‘ if>n er, Hahn, 

the property beside your petitioner all nf'TiTT present wbo bld on 
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tention to the fact that there were at least two bidders besides your 
petitioner who ran the bids on said property up to the sum of 
$950,000 free and above said above-named encumbrance, the bids 
advancing at the rate of $5,000 each bid after the bid of 

21 $925,000 was made until it had reached the point of $950,000, 
when your petitioner made his bid of $975,000, at which 

price the property was sold to him. 

(17) Your petitioners are further advised that there was no notice 
of any character given by the Rent Commission of its intention to 
of fix the rentals on said property and that none of the mortgagees or 
parties secured under the several trusts on said property had any 
notice whatever that such a proceeding was being contemplated by 
the Rent Commission or that said hearings were actually taking 
place before the Rent Commission or that said Rent Commission 
had rendered a decision in said cause, until long after said decision 
was rendered and the interest on notes was not paid when due and 
the holders thereof called upon the trustees to make sale of said 
property, which sale of said property was in fact had by such action 
of the holders, holding notes secured under said mortgages se¬ 
cured on said Chastleton Apartments. 

(18) Your petitioners further charge that the Rent Commission 
bv its said order has undertaken to fix a rental for Apartment No. 
720-724-726 of $325.00, which is an increase in the rental on said 
apartment from $100.00 per month, and this notwithstanding the 
fact that the occupant of said apartment has a valid five year lease 
on said property which lease does not expire until the 1st day of 
September, 1926, and in face of the fact that the testimony shows 
that the $100 per month was not the total consideration being paid 
for said apartment, but that the occupant of said apartment made 

said lease upon the condition and with the understanding 

22 that he should pay rental in addition to the consideration of 
$100 for said apartment in sendees to be performed by him in 

connection with the management, operation, and supervision of said 
apartment during the term of said lease, and which said notice of 
said lease and its conditions and terms were known to the party who 
purchased said property and took title to same on the 27th day of 
March, 1922, and they further charge that the Commission under¬ 
took to fix the rental without taking any testimony of any character 
as to the value of those additional services, and your petitioners are, 
therefore, advised, that the action of the Rent Commission in in¬ 
creasing said rental is illegal and void, that the occupant of said 
apartment insists upon the fulfillment and the carrying out of his 
lease under the conditions named, and that the income of the present 
owner will, therefore, necessarily be reduced because of said illegal 
finding of the Rent Commission in regard to this apartment, and 
that, therefore, said action of the Rent Commission is null and void 
and of no legal effect. 

(19) Your petitioners further advise the court as a fact that 
prior to the notice of the intentions of the Rent Commission to fix 
a valuation for the property, the then owner of said property, your 
petitioner, Felix Lake, entered into a lease agreement with one Peter 
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the part of yofr petitioner rfahn whl “Y know ! ed ge whatever on 
that the Rent Commission bv it«a ^ acquired said property 

the said decision retroactive as of March l^lftW^tlk 6 ?!^ 0 haVe 
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decision of the Rent Commission to reduce the rent for my apart- 

ment, No. 817, from $100 to $80 per month, this reduction to take 
effect from March 1, 1922. 

I paid the old rent of $100 per month up to and including August 
192^, so that the retroactive feature of the Rent Commission’s 
decision is applicable to the six months from March to August in¬ 
clusive, which, at $20 per month, is equivalent to $120. I paid the 
new rent of $80 a month for my apartment for the month of Sep¬ 
tember to Mr. Reilly, Agent for the National City Development 
Company. The Rent Commission has advised me that despite the 
fact that its decision has been appealed, the courts have held that 
until the Commission’s decision has been reversed the new rents 
will be in force and the excess rent from March until August 
inclusive, should be returned to the tenant. 

I have received orders to leave Washington about the end of 
October and proceed to Manila, P. I. I therefore request that vou 
send me a check for $120 as soon as possible to cover the difference 
in rent from March to August inclusive. 

Yours truly, 


Petitioner, the Chastleton Apartment Corporation is advised that the 
total sum to be repaid by your petitioner is something over $30,000 
should the Rent Commission’s decision in this case remain in force 
as valid and binding on this petitioner. 

^our petitioner, helix Lake, further advised the court as a fact 
that the tenants in the Chastleton are now demanding the return of 
all excess rental paid by them, that is they are demanding that vour 
petitioner Lake, who owned said property up to the 27th of March, 
1922, pay hack to them the difference between the rental paid to 
him from March 1 to March 27 and the amount fixed by the Rent 
Commission as the proper rental, and that said sum, so due 
2o by your petitioner Lake to the said tenants under said de- 
. mand should the action of the Rent Commission be declared 
valid and binding, will be in excess of $7,000.00. 

Your petitioner Hahn advised the court that he cannot tell the 
exact amount due and payable to the tenants by him should said 
order of the Rent Commission be declared valid and binding, but 

that the said amount claimed, while small, would amount to some¬ 
thing. 

(21) Your petitioners further state as a fact that while the de¬ 
cision of the Rent Commission in the above entitled cause was ren¬ 
dered on the loth of August, 1922, and an appeal was duly taken and 
the bond on appeal filed and approved within ten days thereafter as 
required by the rules, nevertheless, the Rent Commission on the 
22nd day of August, 1922, without notice to the owner or to any 
other person as far as your petitioners can ascertain, amended its 
findings as to Apartment No. 202, further reducing the rental from 
$142.50 per month, as found in its said findings of August 15, 1922, 
to $90.00 per month. Petitioners further state as a fact that* there¬ 
after on, to wit, the 7th day of September, 1922, the Commission 
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this property, did in fact, undertake to furnish evidence to the Du 
Ponts in order to make them dissatisfied and to assist them in their 
desire to have the property turned back to Lake, and in this connec¬ 
tion the Court’s attention is respectfully invited to an examination, 
conducted by the Chairman of the Commission himself, of one of 
the witnesses in the case, which testimony appears on Pages 164-167 
inclusive of the Transcript of Record of the hearings had be- 
28 fore the Rent Commission in said hearings by it to fix the 
value of said property and the fair rentals, which pages of the 
Transcript of Record are copied verbatim from the record and at¬ 
tached hereto marked Petitioners’ Exhibit No. 7, and prayed to be 
read and considered as a part hereof, as fully as if set forth in detail 
herein. By reference to said testimony the Court will see that it had 
no bearing whatever on the question of value of the property, but 
said testimony was taken only in accordance with the offer of the 
Chairman of the Commission made to the attorney for the purchaser, 
Jessie Ball du Pont, to assist her in “getting from under” the con¬ 
tract, if she so desired. 

(25) Your petitioners further invite the Court’s attention to the 
fact that when this opinion was handed down on, to wit, the 15th day 
of August, 1922, within a period eight days thereafter and on, to 
wit, the 23rd day of August, 1922, counsel representing said pur¬ 
chaser wrote to your petitioner Felix Lake, demanding the return 
of all moneys and tendering back the property, all as evidenced by 
said letter as follows, to wit: 


Douglas, Obear & Douglas, 
Attorneys and Counsellors at Law, 
Southern Building, 

Suite 822-830. 


Registered. 

Mr. Felix Lake, 

1344 G St. N. W., 
Washington, D. C. 


Washington, D. C., August 23, 1922. 


Dear Sir: 

As counsel for the National City Development Company and 
Mrs. Jessie Ball Du Pont, we are instructed to advise you that there 
has come to the knowledge of Mrs. Du Pont and the National 
City Development Company facts which will justify the re- 
29 scission of the sale of the Chastleton. We hereby offer to re¬ 
convey the Chastleton to you, and demand that you recon¬ 
vey the land and return the money consideration given you in pay¬ 
ment for your equity in the Chastleton, otherwise suit will be in¬ 
stituted to effect this end. 

Very truly yours, 

DOUGLAS, OBEAR & DOUGLAS, 
By J. V. MORGAN. 


J. V. M. / H. 
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;i K “pS$urtnEs, fr" sra 

K” 2 &SSss -r- 

said court undisposed of Your netftion»r! TJ ■ T pending in 

mrniimm* 

default in the payment of the note^’uSdft t™«? y "T* of 
v® the 25th day of September, 1922 pr<>1> 

Apartment 0 Corporation 'to be foiZd'lnd^ 

=» m sssaasS 

and an appeal bond bad been given thereby 
appeal in the Rent Commission and taking the inrwrliM - ? 0 

the Rent Commission, and your netitione.tTlllf j dl , Ct ! on from 
parties to the proceedings‘in tile iC ^mm^on and ^L" 1 ^ 
ab o to lawfully become parties in the Rent Commission ar e with 

court ^ Un eSS rt “ lef b ® glVen lheln b y this sui ‘ in the equity 

Therefore, premises considered, petitioners pray: 

(1) hat a subpoena issue out of this Honorable Court directed 

?. the d efendante and each of them requiring them to apTOar in 
his court on a day certain and answer the exigencies ofTw s hi 1 
" l i 10 ' 1 l n< er °uth, oath being expressly waived. ’ 

(2) that notice be given to the defendants and each of them 
requiring them to appear in this court on a day certain and show 
cause why a restraining order or injunction should not be issued 
out of this court enjoining and restraining the Rent Commission 
tnenf' 6 defendants and each of them from attempting in any wise 
tO g e„foree the terms of the order of the Rent Commissfon of Au^t 

, That . upon final healing of said cause this Court may decree 
and \okl ° f 16 Rent Commlsslon of August 15, 1922, to'be null 

™tl jZZS ptS','" rll " r ' a “ d Bm,d reli " »*> "■« 

(Signed) __ 

^!« ne d) FELIX LAKE. 

(signed) FRANCIS W. COOK. 

31 (Signed) W. GWYNN GARDINER, 

Attorney for Petitioners. 
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We, Felix Lake Claude H. Hahn, and The Chastleton Corpora- 
hon by ! rancis W. Cook its President, being first duly sworn on 
oa h depose and state that we have read the foregoing petition bv 
us subscribed and know the contents thereof; that the matters and 
things therein contained of our own knowledge are true and those 
upon information and belief, we believe to be true 
(Signed) _L 

(Signed) FELIX LAKE. 

(signed) FRANCIS W. COOK. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and for 
the District of Columbia, this 26th day of October, A. D., 1922 
[seal.] (Signed) ETHEL R. GUISE, 

Notary Public, I). C. 

32 Exhibit No. 1. 

Filed October 27, 1922. Morgan H. Beach, Clerk. 

“Office of 

The F. H. Smith Company, 

Incorporated, 

Real Estate, Loans, and Insurance, 

815 loth Street N. IV. 

$20,000.00. Washington D. C., April 8, 1921. 

“Received °{ Felix Lake a deposit of twenty thousand dollars to 
tie paid as part payment in purchase of Lots 63 to 67 inclusive 70 

SnnrrI n i 09 IV vi' aD k P !. rt of Rot s 68 - 69 and 73, and also Lot 104 in 
19 mV " ®® hl "8j on . D- C„ with the improvements thereon, 

feTrwu 6 Ch p ast h ton A P a [‘ment-Hotel (Consisting of the Orig- 
mal Chastleton Building and the Chastleton Annex) being the 
Northeast Corner of Sixteenth and R Streets, Northwest! 8 

nnn\ d fu f"i? 11111011 t lreo hundred thousand dollars ($2,300,- 
000) on the following terms: $200,000 to be paid in cash at time of 

transfer (of which above deposit of $20,000 is to be a part), and 

Oon Ch „ aS o r '° !J 3 v} mo exlstl ng Firet Mortgages of $700,000 and $725,- 
000, a Second Mortgage of $225,000 on the Original Building and 

a Second Mortgage of $500,000 on the Annex (this trust being also 
a third mortgage on the Original Building); all of said Mortgages 
bearing 6% intetest per annum. Curtails on First Mortgages uAc 
made in accordance with terms of the Deeds of Trust of record • and 

*2 r 5nn S 0n , th f SeCOnd Mort^ges aggregate $8,250 monthly—being 
$ , 00 curtail on original Building 2d mortgage and $5,750 on 

33 ; SeC °X MO j J f. Se ' Pa y ments °n principal of both 

the First and Second Mortgages are made monthly; and pav- 

»nd of j nteres . t are made monthly on the First Mortgages 

and monthly and semi-annually on the Second Mortgages It is 
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t; T e this «“*»* » to be consum- 

gregate $2,100,000. If tht aggrejtfof °th P th h«l pr ° per ! y are to a S~ 
ing mortgages at tim^ nf tr. ^ re ^ te °* Bie balances due on exist- 

payment,Vless than $2 300 000 » 4 °| ether , with the $200,000 cash 
the property shall 1be exteX a ™ unt o{ the Notes on 

of settlement, with interest at 6 <v P 61,01 °f five years from date 
ence. It is further aS h^n P an ? un !» *° cover such differ- 
of transfer shall Kid excif Km?* 8 of P rinci P al due at time 
vided for abovewhichareLT!* ^ *° cover difference pro- 

N “Ert 48 i h6r 411811 St8ted in this^contract a^Syable^ ^ 

sale declared off. ^end^am^aeents* ° r deposit to be returned and 
the cost of abstract should t;tif gente assum ? no responsibilities for 
nor for Ration prove defective, 

Taxes, interest, rente and insurance tnhp 6 * P j°u lding defective - 
date of transfer. Assessments whptW^ 3 ^ usted calculation to 

pr..,™,, .i,„d,rdrzi? ”“*■ •" -• 

(he terms of stdemthin moety* $,) day^/ISm d!j ( 8CC °, rdanwwith 

be paid the F. H. Smith Commnv f d forf eited deposit shall 
ices. Company, as compensation for its serv- 

be re^^of^JpOTdbditv^o cC 14 ! the P ur . chase r shall not 
u Vendor to give the usual Shp^pI w wl T tb tbe ter ms of sale, 
revenue stampfon same ff reqS Deed and to P a ^ for 

^ f on i' e ^ an . ci ng at purchaser’s cost. 

Made and Signed in Triplicate. 

THE F. H. SMITH COMPANY, 

By G. BRYAN PITTS. A^nt, 

Approved April 12th, 1921. 

THE DISTRICT APARTMENT mpp 
By FRANK B. ESSEXf AK1MENT G0 ^, 

President. * 


[seal.] 


SIDNEY ROCHE, 

Sec’t’y-Treas. > 


valid unless signed by^n Sof'the'^H 1 ^ 8nd “ not 

Accepted by 1 the F • H - Smith Company. 

“FELIX LAKE. 
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35 Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 2. 

Filed October 27, 1922. Morgan H. Beach, Clerk. 

William E. Fowler & Co., 

Private Bankers, 

Real Estate, 

819 Fifteenth Street N. W. 

Phones, Main 8416-8417. 

$5,000.00. 

Washington, D. C., January 27, 1922. 

Received of Jessie Bail Dupont a deposit of five thousand dollars, 
to be applied as part payment in purchase of Lots 104, 63 to 76 in¬ 
clusive, and 70 to 72 inclusive, also south 77 feet by full width of 
lots 68 and 69 and south 11 feet by full depth of lot 73, all in square 
192, with improvements thereon known as The Chastleton Apart¬ 
ments, corner 16th & R Streets, Northwest, Washington, District of 
Columbia. 

Terms of Sale.—Purchaser agrees to take above described property 
subject to an aggregate encumbrance of Two Million Five Hundred 
Thousand ($2,500,000) Dollars, bearing interest at the rate of 6% 
per annum, and for the equity therein and all furniture and furnish¬ 
ings belonging to the building, they will pay One Hundred and 
Fifty Thousand ($150,000) Dollars cash including said deposit and 
in addition thereto, will cause to be conveyed clear of encumbrance 
a certain tract or tracts of land containing about 2,100 acres with all 
water, mineral and timber rights situate near Great Falls in Mont¬ 
gomery County, State of Maryland. 

Title to property described herein to be good except as to existing 
covenants if any running with the land, or deposit to be returned. 

Examination of title, revenue stamps and conveyancing of 
36 Chastleton Apartments at the cost of purchaser; provided, 
however, that if upon examination the title should be found 
defective and such defect or imperfection is not removed by the 
vendor within the time herein specified, then the cost of such exami¬ 
nation shall be paid by the vendor. 

Purchaser is required to make full settlement in accordance with 
the above terms of sale within 60 days from this date. If pur¬ 
chaser fails to make full settlement within the time herein specified, 
deposit will be forfeited, but forfeiture of deposit shall not relieve 
the purchaser of obligation to comply with the terms of sale. Vendor 
to execute the usual special warranty deed. This contract is made 
subject to approval of owner. 
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Examination of titlo to ssid 9 1 on onma i j 
and conveyancing shall be paid foVby Felix iik^’ reVCnUe StaMps 

WILLIAM E. FOWLER & CO., 

By S. R. NORMAN, Agent, 

Made in triplicate. F * Ce PreMenL 

1 hereby agree to purchase the propertv descrihed in *h„ t 
rece.pt and contract upon the terms set forth therein f ° reg ° lng 

Purchaser. 

FELIX LAKE, 

Owner. 

Exhibit No. 3. 

Filed October 27, 1922. Morgan H. Beach, Clerk. 

Case No. 5739. 

,h ' -ft House, M . R 

”wa i £.'w« 

Washington, D. C.: ’ 

117 of the * A o^of "con greis’ k n o w n 'liT* Tl fh p Pr ? v i sions of Section 
District of Columbia Rents \ 88 The Food Control and the 

extended by an Act offWrl’ appr0Ved °. ctober 22 > 1919, and 

Rent Commission of the District of CYifmid/ 4 u S l ’ st -j d ’ 19^1 > the 
determine a schedule of fair and "'ki 8 ’ mS decided to fix and 

the apartment house known and^esigntted^rThe^h c , h fg e9 . for 
House, 16th and R Sts N W in the 8 ??. «« The Chasleton Apt. 

of Columbia, and that to this end Jil £ of Y 1 ashmgton, District 
1330 F Street N W ’ /'Fifth ri ' , meet, in its hearing room, No 

A. D. 1922Tat lOo^A M‘5 e 20fh da >' »? Februa^ 

may be offered or submitted to it by th^owneTof^aiA 6 J ld !? Ce as 
house, or by the tenants thereof, touching the question n/the^" 1 ®"* 
and reasonableness of the rates and charges forS?™i™ t fa , lrnes8 

RENT commissiSn^of ra E P distrrT 6 - 

OF COLUMBIA tJiblRICT 

By A. LEFTWICH SINCLAIR, 

January 25, 1922.” Chairman.” 
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38 Petitioner's Exhibit No. 4. 

Synopsis. 

Filed October 27, 1922. Morgan H. Beach, Clerk. 

From Transcript of Record, Page- 569-570. 

Edward G. Perry, witness: 

Q. I will ask you whether or not the rental condition is in the 
same condition now as to availability of apartments as it was last 
summer. If not, are there more apartments now offered for rent than 
last summer, or less? A. In my judgment there are considerably 
more apartments available to day than have been available for three 
years. 

Q. How do you arrive at that? What information have you on 
the subject? A. Well, we have apartments for rent now. I remem¬ 
ber quite well a building which we managed, one of the most popu¬ 
lar houses we have ever managed,—The Dupont, with a 5-room and 
bath apartment for rent in that building on the first of January, and 
it was advertised constantly for one month before it was rented. 
We have eight apartments to rent to day in The Chastleton. 

Page 571. 

A. I have a copy of a list of unfurnished apartments advertised 
in last Sunday’s “Star”. This list contains 44 separate and distinct 
advertisements for apartments—unfurnished apartments for rent 
by various agents. 

(The list of apartments was copied into the record and is as fol¬ 
lows:) 

Page 573. 

39 

Apartments to Let. 

Unfurnished—Continued. 

4 rooms and bath to Purchaser of furniture. Apt. 33, 706 11th 
N. W. 

4 room Apt. First Floor: Fireless cooker; electricity, heat gas; 
ground for garden. 1805 Lawrence St. N. E. 26* 

Available March 15. Desirable apartment of three rooms and 
bath, combined with two large rooms and bath which can be utilized 
as offices or living quarters; convenient to all government depart¬ 
ments and within easy walking distance of the shopping district; 
located on H St. near 17th N. W. For further information phone 
Frank A. Gibbons, Main 218, or call at 520 Southern Bldg. 

Studio or Apartment. 

Very moderate rental. Apply to Janitor, 8 Lafayette Square. 

26* 
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housekeeping^^ctridty^he’at^^App^y14^ 6 ^ I ^^ eta ^ *» 

T) i 26* 

1315 Columbia^oad. 8 '^ pnvate bath > ail modern improvements. 

97 * 

^12 15th St. N. \V. 

40 tow D n tweHing r : r °“tudt t apartment - citable for down- 

„ , b ght on all ffur sid* VnZ^ T McPh ™» Sq. wTth 
well kept entrance. ' Unusual| y large rooms. Attractive 

H. L. Rust, 912 15th St. N. IV. ’ 

location; immediate possession h Th^ k rh Ping a P art ments; downtown 
H. L. Rust, 912 15tfs?. N.'E Chaumont . 1336 Eye St. N™ 

h a ‘h apartmenii^nomhousekeeping• ^d' ^ nfurni8 hed 2 room and 
b6tWeen 5 and 9 P - M. Apt P 40 g 3 Immediate poS’n™ 1 $6 °' 

rp 26* 

her in replying^ddre^BoI’sOH^StaTbffici* $5 ° ; gi '’ e phone num ' 

Th^rtLi°Cth n H21. h apartment; new, y decorated throughout. 

1151 New Hampshire Ave. N W 
Apartment No. 2. ' 

uSto. H - s ” ,,h >«««« E>. a. K. w. Temporary 

Entire Second Flonr* . 

~».n, including H. * «? 

41 26 * 
p Thra, Poom, ,„d Kimhcn miubk ^ ^ 

26* 

1465 Columbia Road. 

cJn 0 wT’ H tchen and hath, $70 

Geo. W. Linkms, 1719 IC St. Main 8298-99. 

w’ C " ,llmb t i f Road, Montello Apt. 
apartments ® r ° 0m ’ rece P«on hall, kitchen bath and porch 

' F 4^39l?a 1212 Eye St ’ N ' W ' 
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4 » 

943 Mass. Ave. N. W. Modern flat 4 rooms bath, sleeping porch, 
apply within. 26* 

Willard, Courts, 1916 17th N. W.—two rooms, kitchenette and 
bath; immediately available on cooperative sales plan; moderate cash 
payment; monthly payment $59.87. 

Union Realty Corporation, 1410 G. Main 8415. 

Copley Courts, 1514 17th N. W. 2 rooms, kitchenette and bath, 
immediately available on cooperative sales plan; moderate cash pay¬ 
ment; monthly payment $65.54. 

Union Realty Corporation, 1410 G N. W. Main 8415. 

Four large rooms, Newly Painted and papered and bath to refined 
couple of adults only. Call Lincoln 619 W. 

42 Nr. Soldiers’ Home Ga. Ave. 

Attractive housekeeping apt. in modern apartment house; 
A. M. I.; 5 rooms, tiled bath; adults only $50. Phone Adams 308. 

Carroll Manor, Takoma Park, Md.; in new building, 4 rooms, 
bath; 2 porches, first floor, modern; heat furnished; $75 per month. 
Apply janitor or National Realty Co. Bond Bldg. Main 7807. 

Five rooms and bath, $50 per month 620 G St. N. E. 

Two rooms and bath—Airy View 2425 20th St. N. W.; possession 
March 1st. See Janitor or phone Lincoln 1734. 

1200 29th N. W.—2 rooms, kitchen and bath, McNev Realty Co. 
726 14th St. N. W. Main 3939. 

Six rooms and bath, $45. 107 D St. N. E. Lincoln 5571. 

28* 

Two rooms and kitchenette; heat and gas and phone furnished. 
Reasonable. Call Lincoln 7169. 

2574 University Place—N. W. Cor. Euclid St. 2 rooms, kitchen¬ 
ette and bath; a. m. i.; newly papered, adults. Owner $55. 

Delightful four rooms and bath on main floor. No. 1429 Rhode 
Island Ave. N. W. 

43 9th St. (Nr. L.) 4 rooms. B., Modern h. k.; $75 per m. 
Louis P. Shoemaker, 1407 N. Y. ave., Main 1166. 

Two or three large outside, bright rooms and bath; private family, 
reasonable a. m. i., newly papered. 930 Kearney St. N. E. 
(Brookland.) 
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gentiles only A(la]ns 2254 I after5. ,UIS ’ llI<? batb ’ com P lete kitchen ; 

papered and painteTelectririty ’anTalfothe™ 0 *!^ 6 * 1 - bldg ' : newI y 
nr. Capitol and Library Z2 a11 other mo<1 - improvements; 

Sunday 0 r after 5.30 p. m. daily. AppTyTpC' Na“, HsXS 
ingmusk?$55. kl Add?^B5iOffii amily: children study - 

3 room Pat. 620 F N F u M( i> ,1. 

Lincoln 7130. ' Heat > Bath > gas and back porch. 

28 * 

2 roo°mTand d bl’, t^Ton^ 0 TZ ^ f° per month ; 
month; 4 rooms and hat), «i S ™ ’ 3 roo ® s and bath, $100 per 

per month 12 rooms and 3 baths, P $350° nth ’ 6 r °° mS a " d bath ’ $ ^ 75 
44 436^6?68 H - Hagner & C °-’ 1207 Conn - Ave., Franklin 

location Frankl[n°1668 J*^etwee^O^ifd 1^ m. 0 aPt ' h<>USe; N ' W ' 

and , private bath i 

gas, phone and laundry privilege furnished, Ste 1 h ' W ' K eleC ‘ 
2119th N. W. Ne ' V Apartments ; 3 rooms and bath; no children. 

PleStTS^SrmaS counk" 8nd bath ^ment; Mt. 
246, bet. 10 and 2. 8 d couple ’ ver y reasonable. Phone Col. 

pfco„'. u ssfo^~’ k '^ he "‘'“ o ’ 2 ” d ^™»”* h Avr‘ ri ^2 h «» d 


26 * 
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Page- 584-586. 

Mr. Gardiner: For the record I will state that I propose to reserve 
all the rights in this case, and one of the points that I shall make 
is that there is not such an emergency existing to day as 

45 warrants this Commission or any other commission. It 
might not be admissible before the Commission for the benefit 

of the Commission itself, but I propose to protect and preserve of 
record my rights. You can rule on it and allow me an exception 
if you desire and I will make my proffer. It is the same thing. 

Mr. McNeill: If the Commission would like to hear it, I make no 
objection but if we are interested in keeping the record to the 
smallest compass possible and only secure relevant evidence,—for 
that purpose I do object. 

The Chairman: You object to it, do you? 

Mr. McNeill: Yes, sir. 

The Chairman: The objection is sustained. Exception allowed. 

Mr. Gardiner: Now*, I proffer to prove—there is no use bringing 
witnesses then as to the condition in Southeast and the Southwest 
under your ruling. I can make the proffer. I proffer to prove that 
there would be to day and there are to day a great number of owners 
of private properties, dwelling properties, who decline to offer them 
for rent because of the Rent Commission, and their belief, whether 
rightly or wrongly, I am not saying, of course,—that the Rent Com¬ 
mission will reduce the rent to a point where it will not yield a fair 
and decent return on the investment. Therefore, every real estate — 
has experienced the fact that all of the private residences have been 
withdrawn from the markets as far as rental is concerned, and offer- 
for sale, and that in no case has any of the officers, with one or two 
exceptions, found that any property which was vacated for any pur¬ 
pose,—any property, I mean residences as distinguished from apart¬ 
ments, has been offered for rent, has declined thereafter to 

46 offer it for rent upon the ground that they would sell it or 
leave it vacant because they did not propose that the Rent 

Commission should reduce their rent beyond a living rental. 

Mr. McNeill: I make formal objection — that as being irrelevant. 

The Chairman: The objection is sustained and exception allowed. 

Evidence was further offered to show that there were few apartment 
houses being built at the time of the hearings and that there were 
some being completed at that time which had not been filled. 

Other testimony was given in the hearing before the Rent Com¬ 
mission and is transcribed as pg. 233 of the Record of said hearing, 
said testimony stating thus: 

Q. May I ask you now with reference to the condition in Wash¬ 
ington generally. Your office is a large office; I believe it is the 
largest one in town and does business in a large way. You must 
know generally the condition now in the city. What is the con¬ 
dition with reference to housing now in the city? Is there an 
emergency existing now such as there w T as two years ago? A. Nq. 
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,? partmente M °'er ">e city that can be rented, but the 
rouble is the same as m a great many other things in life Deorile 
want to live beyond their means. 8 ’ people 

^ Exhibit No. 5. 

“Before the Rent Commission of the District of Columbia.” 

No. 5739. 

In re The Chastleton Apartment House, Sixteenth and R 

Streets N. W., Washington, D. C. 

Pursuant to the notices heretofore served upon the owners of the 
apartment house known and designated as “The Chastleton ” located 
at the northeast corner of Sixteenth and R Streets, Northwtk in the 
y o Washington, District of Columbia, and upon the tenants and 
occupants of the apartments in said apartment house, notifying them 
and each °f them, that the Commission had decided to fix and de¬ 
termine a schedule of fair and reasonable rates and charges for the 
said apartment house, and that, to that end, would meet in its hear! 
ing room, No. 1330 F Street, Northwest, in said City and District 
on the twentieth day of February, 1922, at ten o'clock A M to 
hear and receive such evidence as might be offered or submitted to it 
fl to J h ! ng the question of the fairness and reasonableness of the rati* 
and charges for said apartment house, the Commission met at said 
place, on said date, and on divers other dates, pursuant to adjourn- 

K V an A, heard and r ® cel . v , ed certain evidence submitted by and on 
behalf of the owners of said apartment house, and said tenants and 

occupants thereof, and thereafter personally viewed and inspected 
the said apartment house and apartments therein; and thereupon 

ZnT ? tl0n f 0f T? evidence and its P ersonal view and fnTpec- 
tion of said apartment house and apartments, as aforesaid the Com- 

mission, this seventh day of August, A. D. 1922, finds and de- 
f f™ ines t^ a t the rates and charges heretofore demanded for 
the apartments in said apartment house, respectively are un¬ 
air and unreasonable rates and charges for said apartments 5 resneot- 
nely in view of the size, location, character and condition of P said 
apartments respectively, and the character and condition of said 

for & th^ ent ^ h0USe, f and that the fair and reason &ble rates and charges 
March* *** ** ** da ^ of 

($mo‘oTper month 1 ’ Unfurnished ' one hundred and ten dollar 

sixty - seven dolIars and ^ 

month ; fUrnlShed ’ eighty4w ° d °" ars and fif ‘y 

cen1rT$82.50) N p% 1 ^nth" fUrniShed ’ eighty ‘ tw ° d ° IIars and fi % 
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Apartment No. 118, unfurnished, thirty-five dollars ($35.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 119, unfurnished, thirty dollars ($30.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 120, unfurnished, ninety dollars ($90.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 121, unfurnished, thirty-five dollars ($35.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 122, unfurnished, thirty-five dollars ($35.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 123, unfurnished, eighty dollars ($80.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 124, unfurnished, one hundred and fifty dollars 
($150.00) per month; 

49 Apartment No. 125, unfurnished, sixty-five dollars 
($65.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 126, unfurnished, forty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($47.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 127, unfurnished, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 128, unfurnished, thirty dollars ($30.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 129, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($67.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 130, unfurnished, thrity-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($32.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 132, unfurnished, forty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($47.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 132A, unfurnished, fifty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($57.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 134, unfurnished, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 136, unfurnished, seventy dollars ($70.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 138, furnished, eighty dollars ($80.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 140, unfurnished, thirty dollars ($30.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 140A, unfurnished, thirty dollars ($30.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 142, unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 144, unfurnished, one hundred and five dollars 
($105.00) per month; 

50 Apartment No. 146, unfurnished, sixty-two dollars and 
fifty cents ($62.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 148, unfurnished, forty-five dollars ($45.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 150, unfurnished, sixty-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($62.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 154, unfurnished, sixty dollars ($60.00) per 
month; 




™,STL t „„ ». „ t ^ ^ n 

month; e °* N °' 156, unfurn ished, sixty dollars ($60.00) pea 
($& a 00) e p t er N month; Unfurnished . «» hundred and sixty dollars 
and fifty cents 'momh 6 ^ 1 , ndred S d « f ° rty ' two dollars 

J&f"* N °- 2 ° 3 > seventy 8 dollara^ ( $70.00) per 

cen^S^permomh^' 11 ’ 111811 ^’ thirt ^ two dollars and fifty 
per month; 0 * °' 2 ° 5, unfurnish ed, thirty-five dollars ($35.00) 

c e ^T$?7 e 50) N pe r 2 rontr ; fUrniShed ’ thirty ' seven dollars and fifty 
month; N °' 207 ’ unfur mshed, thirty dollars ($30.00) per 

month; ment ^°' 2 ° 8 ’ unfur mshed, sixty dollars ($60.00) per 
per month j 11 * N °‘ 2 "’ unfurnish ed, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) 
Pa ^]s t ($37.50 1 ) 0 ’pe" n Snth , ! ed ' ‘ hirty ' seven dollars and fifty 
and fifty^ents ($97.50)’ per mont? 6<1 ’ ninety ' seven dollars 
cents P 7$™7 e 50) 1 J ) O er month“ fUrniShed ’ n ‘ nety ' seven dollars and fifty 
month; meDt N °’ 216, unfurni shed, sixty dollars ($60.00) per 
m Apartment No. 217, unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per 

cents P ($™7 e 50) N per 2 month OfUrniShed ’ thirty ' seven dollars and fifty 
month ; tmeDt °‘ 219, unfur mshed, thirty dollars ($30.00) per 

cents Pa ($S)^ per m 2 onth U ; nfUrniShed ’ ninety ' t "' 0 dollars and fifty 
cents ($37 e 50) N p O ermonth” fUrni8hed ’ thirty ' seven dollars and fifty 
($52 P 50) m p e e n r month 22 ’ Unfurnished . d%-two dollars and fifty cents 
cents P 7$ t ?2 e 50) N p O erSthT fUrniShed ’ eighty '‘"’o dollars and fifty 
($15000^ m°on 2 h 4 ’ Unfurnished > on e hundred and fifty dollars 
eents^^O) per month ; nfUrnished> S ‘ Xty ‘ seven dollars and fifty 
cents Pa ( r $w e 50)^erSonth“ fUrnished ’ eighty ' sev en dollars and fifty 
month?™ 6114 °' 227, unfur mshed, eighty dollars ($80.00) per 
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Apartment No. 228, unfurnished, thirty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($37.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 229, unfurnished, seventy-two dollars and 

52 fifty cents ($72.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 230, unfurnished, sixty dollars ($60.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 232, unfurnished, ninety-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($92.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 234, unfurnished, eighty dollars ($80.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 236, furnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) 
per month; (amended to read $75.00 per month unfurnished.) 

Apartment No. 238, furnished, one hundred and thirty-five dol¬ 
lars ($135.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 240, unfurnished, forty-five dollars ($45.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 242, unfurnished, eighty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($87.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 244, unfurnished, one hundred and fifteen dollars 
($115.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 246, unfurnished, seventy-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($75.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 248, unfurnished, fifty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($52.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 250, unfurnished, seventy-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($72.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 252, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($67.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 254, unfurnished, seventy dollars ($70.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 256, unfurnished, seventy dollars ($70.00) per 
month; 

53 Apartment No. 301, unfurnished, one hundred and sixty- 
five dollars ($165.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 302, unfurnished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 303, furnished, one hundred and twenty dollars 
($120.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 304, unfurnished, thirty-five dollars ($35.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 305, unfurnished, thirty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($37.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 306, unfurnished, forty dollars ($40.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 307, unfurnished, thirty-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($32.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 308, furnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 309, unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per 
month; 
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per month^ N °‘ 31 °’ unfurnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) 

month; N °' 342 ’ finished, ninety dollars ($90.00) per 

monthf ment N °‘ 314, furnished ) ninety dollars ($90.00) per 

per month; * 315 ’ unfurnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) 

($m00) ^eV^month 0 / unfurnished > one hundred and thirty dollars 
m Apartment No. 317,’ unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per 

54 per A month® nt ^ ^ Unfl,rnished > Mjr dollars ($40.00) 

fifty cents ($^.50) pwmonth- UnfUrniShed ’ thirty ' two doll ars and 

month?"®"* N0 ' 32 °' unf ^nished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 
month; ment N °' 321, unfur nished, forty dollars ($40.00) per 
momh'- tment N °' 322) unf umished, sixty-five dollars ($65.00) per 
cen A tTO!w)^SthT fUn ^' ei e h ‘y-‘wo dollars and fifty 
($250.00) per month 2 ; 4 ’ furmshed ’ two hundred and fifty dollars 
month; ment N °' 32 ^’ unfurnished, seventy dollars ($70.00) per 

cen A s P t$™7 e 50)^°er month nfUrniShe<1 ’ ei £ h ty-seven dollars and fifty 
moment No. 237, unfurnished, eighty dollam ($80.00) pe r 

month; Cnt N °' 328, unfurnished, thirty dollars' ($30.00) per 

per month-" 1 N °' 329, unfurnished, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) 

($62 P 50fp"r monfh ?’ Unfurn ished, sixty-two dollars and fifty cents 

month? men ‘ N0 ‘ 332) unfurnished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 

month; ^ N °' 334 ’ unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per ' 

55 andS^Sto^^oj SeVenty ' Seven do "ars 

dollars ($1 ^Vo^per^month 8 ’ unfurnish ed, one hundred and fifty 
mApartmcnt No. 340, unfinished, fifty-five dollars ($55.00) pcr 

cents Pa ($87 e 50) 1 ?ermonth" fUrnished ’ ^‘y^en dollars and fifty 
5—3915a 
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Apartment No. 344, unfurnished, one hundred and twenty dollars 
($120.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 346, unfurnished, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 348, unfurnished, fifty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($57.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 350, unfurnished, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 352, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($67.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 354, unfurnished, seventy-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($72.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 356, unfurnished, seventy dollars ($70.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 401, unfurnished, one hundred and sixty-five dol¬ 
lars ($165.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 402, unfurnished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 403, furnished, one hundred and twenty dollars 
($120.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 404, unfurnished, thirty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($37.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 405, unfurnished, forty dollars ($40.00) 
56 per month; 

Apartment No. 406, unfurnished, forty dollars ($40.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 407, unfurnished, thirty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($32.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 408, furnished, eighty-seven dollars and fifty cents 
($87.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 409, unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 410, unfurnished, forty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($42.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 411, unfurnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 412, furnished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 414, furnished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 415, unfurnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 416, unfurnished, one hundred and thirty dollars 
($130.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 417, unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 418, unfurnished, forty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($42.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 419, unfurnished, thirty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($32.50) per month; 
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ruor/th ; tment d20, unfurnished, ninety-live dollars ($95.00) per 
„ Apa momh; Na 421> unfurnished, forty dollar* ($40.00) per 

fifty' P cents e ($67. O 50)“per U monTh Shed ’ slxty ' seven dollars and 
ce„ts P T$S) N per 4 Llth1 UrniShed ’ d °lte and fifty 

($i 4 50 a 00) e per I 'mont 2 h 4 ; unfurmshed > on e hundred and fifty dollars 
centT$ t ™2 e 50)^ e rmo 5 mh- fUrnished ’ Seventy -‘"- 0 dollars and fifty 
eemr($T7 e 50) N p O ermonth n ; fUrniShed ’ eighty ' seven dollars and fifty 
month; 41 " 6114 N °- 42? ’ unfurnished, eighty dollai* ($80.00) per 

($32 P 50) m per month 8 ;’ unfurmshed > thirty-two dollars and fifty cents 

per momhT* ^ ^ Unfurnished > “"enty-five dollars ($75.00) per 
m Apartment No. 430, unfurnished, sixty-five dollars ($65.00) per 

pe^monthT 4 ^ 432 ’ unfurnished > ninety-five dollars ($95.00) 

cents' ($87 6 50) I per month'; fUrniShed , eighty ' seven dollars and fifty 
^ Apartment No. 436, unfurnished, eighty dollars ($80.00) per 

per V month, nt N °’ 438 ’ Unfurnished > ninety-five dollars ($95..00) 

($.5 P 50‘) m per month;’ Unfurnisbed - fi %-^en dollam and fifty cents 

Pa ^tf($8 O 7.5 4 0 4 ) 2 ’p^r n month h ; ed ’ eighty ' seven dollars and fifty 

five dollars n ($^25 4 00) pe^montlf-’ ° De hundred and twenty- 
monthf ment N °‘ 446, unfurnished, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) per 

. mo A n?hf ment N °- 448 ’ unfurnished, sixty dollars ($60.00) per 

pe A mJnth; nt N °' 4 °°’ unfurnished , seventy-five dollars ($75.00) 

monthf ment N °' 4 ° 3 ’ ""furnished, seventy dollars ($70.00) per 

cen1s P T$™2 e 50)^rm 4 onth n ; fUrniShed ’ SeVenty ' tW0 dol,a ^ and fifty 
cemr($72 e .50)^per 4 montr ; fUnilShed ’ seventy - tw o dollars and fifty 
lare' P ($l t ^ e 00 ) N p e r 5 month^ UrniShed ’ ° ne hundred and sixty-five dol- 
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Apartment No. 502, unfurnished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 503, unfurnished, seventy dollars ($70.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 504, unfurnished, thirty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($38.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 505, unfurnished, forty dollars ($40.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 507, unfurnished, thirty-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($32.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 508, furnished, eighty-seven dollars and fifty cents 
($87.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 509, unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 510, unfurnished, forty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($42.50) per month; 

59 Apartment No. 511, furnished, one hundred and sixty-five 
dollars ($165.00) per month; (amended to read unfurnished 

$100.00 per month.) 

Apartment No. 512, furnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 514, furnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No .515, unfurnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 516, unfurnished, one hundred and thirty dollars 
($130.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 517, unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 518, unfurnished, forty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($42.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 519, unfurnished, thirty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($32.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 520, unfurnished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 521, unfurnished, forty dollars ($40.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 522, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($67.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 523, unfurnished, eighty-two dolars and fifty cents 
($82.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 524, unfurnished, one hundred and fifty dollars 
($150.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 525, unfurnished, seventy-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($72.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 526, unfurnished, eighty-seven dollars and 

60 fifty cents ($87.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 527, unfurnished, eighty dollars ($80.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 528, unfurnished, thirty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($32.50) per month; 
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per^nwnth^ N °’ unfurnished ’ seventy-five dollars ($75.00) 

ceidf7$ t ™7 e 50)^ermo 0 nth" fUrn,Shed ’ sixty ' seven dollars and «% 

^ Apartment No. 532, unfurnished, ninety-five dollar ($95.00) per 
motth; tment N0 ‘ 534 ’ Unfurnished - nin ®ty dollars ($90.00) per 

($t P 50) m S m°onth!’ UnfUmished ’ ei « hty - two do11 ^ and fifty cents 
mo J !.tp ment N °' 538, unf “ rnished > ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 
n,ont? ment N0 ‘ 54 °’ nnturnished, sixty dollars ($60.00) per 

cenM$87 e 50)^rm!nt h” fUrn 1 shed ’ ei ghty-seven dollars and fifty 

dollars and fifty ren tsf$127.50*) ^r m n onth U “ dled a " d twent y-seven 
moAnC™ 1 N °- 546 ’ UnfUmi ^ ed - sev ®oty-five dollars ($75.00) per 

($62 P 50) m per month?’ unfurnished . sixty-two dollars and fifty cents 
month?" 16114 N °’ 55P ’ unfurm shed, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) per 
Af,d month ; N °' 5 ° 2 ’ nnturnished, seventy dollars ($70.00) per 

fifty P ents C ($72^50)*per month- Shed ’ sevent y-t'vo dollars and 
centr^^Ol^er moAth" fUrniShed ’ seven( y-two dollars and fifty 

lars P $lS e 00) N per 6 m 1 onth^ UrniShed ’ ° ne hundred and sixty-five dol- 
m Apartment No. 602, unfurnished, ninety-five dollam ($95.00) per 

($120.00) e per 1 ^omh? furDlshed > one hundred and twenty dollars 
centr^^Oi^er monthf Urn ‘^ 1€d ’ thir ‘y-seven dollars and fifty 
month; ment N °' 6 ° 5 ’ ““furnished, forty dollars ($40.00) per 
monthf” 16111 N °‘ 6 ° 6, unfurnished, forty dollars ($40.00) per 

($32 P 50) m per Sonth?’ Unfurnished > thirty-two dollars and fifty cents 
m Apartment No. 608, furnished, ninety dollars ($90.00) per 

monthf” 6 ”* N °‘ 609, ““furnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per 

($42 P 5of per month?’ Unfurnished . f“rty-two dollars and fifty cents 
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Apartment No. 611, unfurnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 612, furnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 61£, furnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 614, furnished, one hundred dollars 

62 ($100.,00) per month; 

Apartment No. 615, unfurnished, one hundred dollars 
($100.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 616, unfurnished, one hundred and thirty dollars 
($130.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 617, unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($185 00) 
per month; 

Apartment No. 618, unfurnished, forty-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($42.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 619, unfurnished, thirty-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($32.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 620, unfurnished, ninety-five dollars ($95 00) 
per month; 7 

Apartment No. 621, unfurnished, forty dollars ($40 00) per 
month; ' r 

Apartment No. 622, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($67.50) per month; J 

Apartment No. 623, unfurnished, eighty-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($82.50) per month; 

/A -^P?^ ent No. 624, -unfurnished, one hundred and fifty dollars 
($lo0.00) per month; 

Apar i"J. e -‘ , No - 625 > unfurnished, seventy-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($72.50) per month; 

^ P< ^?l e ?L No - 62,, "> unfurnished, eighty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($87.50) per month; * 

mrmth rtment N °’ 627 ’ unf " rnislle,, > ei ghty dollars ($80.00) per 

Ap ^“ e ?‘ No - 628 unfurnished, thirty-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($32.50) per month; 1 

Apartment No. 629, unfurnished, seventy-five dollars ($75 001 
per month; v * ' 

63 ^ Ap^irtment No. 630, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and 
fifty cents ($67.50) per month; 

month* tment N °* 632, unfurnished > n i n ety-five dollars ($95.00) per 

m<m?h^ men ^ N °* 634, unfurnis hed, ninety dollars ($90.00) per 

month^ 6111 N °’ unfurnished ’ e ig ht y-ti v e dollars ($85.00) per 

month^ ment N °‘ 638, unfurn i sIied > ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 

/A p artment No. 640, unfurnished, sixty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($62.50) per month; 
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4“)^ r 6 i? Urni8hed ’ eigh, y- seven dollar and fifty 

UnfUrniS,led ’ one hun dred and thirty dollars 
monthf ment N °‘ 646, un ^ urn * s hed, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) per 
monthf ment Na 648, unfurnished, sixty-five dollars ($65.00) per 
month ; tlnent No- 6j0 > unfurnished, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) per 
cents >a ( r $72 e 50)^per^mo’nthf UrniSlled ’ sevent y-‘wo dollars and fifty 

cemf“$72 e 50) N per 6 mon“hf UrniShed ’ SeVent - y ’' two dollar s and fifty 

cents’ ($72.50) N pe r 6 month'; fUrniShed ’ sevem y-two dollars and fifty 

P ^T$^.00)V U er m™nthf’ 0 ” e hundred and sixty-five dol- 

($^00) m per m ?mh; 7 ° 2 ’ unfurnished - ninety-five dollars 

cents ($37.5o/p > er month nfUrn ' Shed ’ thirty-seven dollais and fifty 
^Apartment No. 705, unfurnished, forty dollars ($40.00) per 

monthf” 16 " 4 N °‘ 706 ’ unfurnished, forty dollars ($40.00) per 

($-fe) m per monih; ’ Unfurnished - thirty-two dollars and fifty cents 
m Apartment No. 709, unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per 

($4^50^er month; 0 ’ Unfurnish e d , forty-two dollars and fifty cents 
perViionth 6 ; 111 N °’ <11 ’ unfurnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) 
month?" 16 ” 4 N ° - 712, furnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) per 
m Apartment No. 714, furnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) per 

per month; * unfurnished, one hundred dollars ($100.00) 

($h]0 a 00TpcVmon 7 th 6 ; Unfurnish e d , one hundred and thirty dollais 
momh;'" 1611 ' N °- 717) unfurnished, eighty-five dollar ($85.00) per 

($42^50) per monthf’ unfurnished , fortv-two dollars and fifty cents 

thirt ^’ 0 dolla - -d fifty cents 

hundred and twenty-five dollars ($325® STonfhf ‘ hre6 
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Apartment No. 721, unfurnished, forty dollars ($40.00) per’ 
month; 

Apartment No. 722, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and fifty cents 
($67.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 723, unfurnished, eighty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($82.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 725, unfurnished, seventy-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($72.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 727, unfurnished, eighty dollars ($80.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 728, unfurnished, thirty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($32.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 729, unfurnished, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 730, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($67.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 732, unfurnished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 734, unfurnished, ninety dollars ($90.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 736, unfurnished, eightv-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($87.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 738, unfurnished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 740, unfurnished, sixty-five dollars ($65.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 742, unfurnished, eighty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($87.50) per month; 

66 Apartment No. 744, unfurnished, one hundred and thirty 

dollars; 

Apartment No. 746, unfurnished, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 748, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and fifty cents 
($67.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 750, unfurnished, seventy-five dollars ($75.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 752, unfurnished, seventy-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($72.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 754, unfurnished, seventy-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($72.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 756, unfurnished, seventy-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($72.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 801, unfurnished, one hundred and sixty dollars 
($160.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 802, unfurnished, ninety dollars ($90.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 803, unfurnished, one hundred and fifteen dollars 
($115.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 804, unfurnished, thirty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($32.50) per month; 
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month; meDt N °' 8 °°’ u “ furn ished, thirty-five dollars ($35.00) per 
month; tment N °‘ 8 ° 6, unf urmshed, thirty-five dollars ($35.00) per 
month; nt Nl> ' 807, unf urnished, thirty dollars ($30.00) per 
Apa mTnth; N °- 808> furni8hed > e *8hty-five dollar ($85.00) per 

fifty ^cente e ($37\50) ^permomSr ^ 6< ^’ thirty ' seven doll ars and 
per months" N °‘ 811 ’ unfurnished . ’ninety-five dollars ($95.00) 

mont“ tment N °‘ 812, furnis hed, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 
m Apartment No. 814, furnished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 

month; tment N °' 81 °’ unfu mished, ninety-five dollars ($95.00) per 

dollars ($125.00°) pefmonth™ 18lled ’ ° ne hundred and twenty-five 
month; ment N °‘ 81/ ’ unfurnished, eighty dollars ($80.00) per 

centr7$3T50) N ^ r 8 momh n / UmiShed ’ thirty ‘ seven dollars and fifty 
month; meDt ^°‘ 819 ’ unfurnished, thirty dollars $(30.00) per 
month; mCnt N °' 82 °* unfurnished, ninety dollars ($90.00) per 
month; 6nt N °' 821 ’ un ^ ur nished, thirty-five dollars ($35.00) per 
($«2 P 50) n per month;’ Unfllrnished - «xty-two dollars and fifty eents 
cents P ($77.50) N per 8 mon U th^ UrniShed ’ Seventy ' sevcn d °Hars and fifty 

dollare^HS.OO) per mon"h UrniShed ’ ° ne hundred and forty-five 
68 P C ? t($ ^- 5 0)°per momht ed ’ S ' Xty ’ Seven dollars and fifty 
fifty’^entsT^S^O^'p^’r'month 18 ’ 16 *’’ eighty ‘ two dollars and 
peXTnlT N °- 827 ’ UnfUrnished > -enty-five do,la, ($75.00) 
month; ^ N °‘ 828 ’ unfu rnished, thirty dollars ($30.00) per 
month; ment ^°' 829, unfurnished, seventy dollars ($70.00) per 

($82 P 50) m per month?’ Unfurnished . sixty-two dollars and fifty cents 
month ; tmeDt N °' 882, unfu mished, ninety dollars ($90.00) per 
6—3915a • 
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Apartment No. 834, unfurnished, eighty-five dollars ($85.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 836, unfurnished, eighty-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($82.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 838, unfurnished, ninety dollars ($90.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 840, unfurnished, sixty dollars ($60.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 842, unfurnished, eighty-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($82.50) per month; 

ApartmentNo. 844, unfurnished, one hundred and twenty-five 
dollars ($125.00) per month; 

Apartment No. 846, unfurnished, seventy dollars ($70.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 848, unfurnished, sixty-two dollars and fifty cents 
($62.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 850, unfurnished, seventy dollars ($70.00) per 
month; 

Apartment No. 852, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($67.50) per month; 

69 Apartment No. 854, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and 

fifty cents ($67.50) per month; 

Apartment No. 856, unfurnished, sixty-seven dollars and fifty 
cents ($67.50) per month; 

The tailor shop on the first floor of said apartment house, one 
hundred and fifty dollars ($150.00) per month; and 

The space on the first floor of said apartment house, now used as 
a cafe, two hundred and fifty dollars ($250.00) per month. 


Finding of Facts. 


Upon consideration of the evidence aforesaid, the Commission 
further finds, as a basis of this determination, the following facts: 

1. That the fair and reasonable value of the whole property above 
mentioned, is two million dollars ($2,000,000.00). 

2. That the allowance for maintenance, repairs, taxes, service, and 
all other expenses connected with the said property, is one hundred 
and thirty thousand dollars ($130,000.00) per annum. 

3. That the Commission’s estimated net return to the owner of 
said property, upon the value as fixed by it, is eight and eight-tenths 
per cent (8.8%). 


By the Commission: 


A. LEFTWICH SINCLAIR, 
CLARA SEARS TAYLOR, 
WM. F. GUDE, 

Commissioners.” 
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/0 Petitioner s Exhibit No. 6. 

Filed October 27, 1922. Morgan H. Beach, Clerk. 

The Chastleton Form. 

This lease made this — day of_ in the ve«r iqo k j 

The F ' H ' Str ,! ith Company, a corporation, Agent for^Felix 
Lake, Onner, party of the first part, hereinafter called the lessor 

lessee. ’ Party ° f the Second part ’ hereina fter called the 

as Apartment S^nX-Xor to 

iigton^C C f ° rnel t 0f Six * eenth and Streets, Northwest, wtsht 
^ngton, D. C., for a term of — months, commencing on the — day 

rngton 1 D I T , 'ihff! S f ~ d0l Vf 8t 

th Jhe - l eSS6e h . erebl J. covenants and agrees that — will not sublease 
e said premises without the consent in writing of said lessor and 

nr n le r or - ^ 

1 C , consent ’ tha t he will not use the said premises for anv 
unlawful purpose; or exhibit any placard on any part thereof* nor 
hang, nor allow to be hung, any clothes or other articles on the’out- 

71 °i f the P rei ? llses nor mak e nor permit to be made anv 

disturbance, noise, or annoyance whatsoever, detrimental to 

• i P remi ses, or to the comfort of the other inhabitants of 

t p 1( f k,V l dmg ’ nor permit to be done any act or thing which mav 
be to the annoyance, damage, or disturbance of the lesfor or its Tern 
! ts in sai( l building, or to the occupants thereof* and will not 
allow any person or persons or children under — control To loiter 
p ay in the passages, landing or stairs of the said building and 
shall not use the same m any way except for the purpose of ingress 
or egress; nor keep or allow to be kept any dogs, cats parrots grapho- 
phone or phonograph in said apartment, or upon P said prSnEes * 
that he will pay the rent as above stated, and all bills for gas and 
electnc light used in said apartment, making the necessary deposit . 
at the gas and electric light office to secure the same* that all remiw 
rendered necessary bv the negligence of the lessee shall be paid for 

7 and . that be will surrender the same at the expiration 

of — tenancy in good condition, ordinary wear and tear and dam 
age by the elements excepted, together with the awnings window 
c eens, or other improvements, now or at any time during the said 

erm to be fixed or fastened to said premises, or any part thereof 
under the control of said lessee. y P tnereof 

n Jf e le ?® ee / ur tber agrees that if any installment of rent shall 
not be paid when the same shall become due and payable as herein 
before provided (whether demand shall have been P ffi 
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not) or if — shall in any other respect violate any of the conditions 
and covenants contained in this agreement, then it shall be 
72 lawful for the said party of the first part, his successors and 
assigns, to recover possession of the said premises by reason 
of a seven days’ summons under the provisions of the Code of Law 
of the District of Columbia regulating proceedings between land¬ 
lords and tenants, or by such legal process as may at the time be 
in operation in like cases, the said lessee hereby expressly waiving 
all right to any other notice to quit. 

And it is further provided, that if under the provisions of this 
lease and agreement a seven days’ summons shall be served, and a 
compromise or settlement shall be made; either before or after judg¬ 
ment, whereby the said lessee shall be allowed to retain said prem¬ 
ises such proceedings shall not constitute a waiver of any covenant 
herein contained or the lease itself. 

And it is further provided and agreed, between the parties hereto 
that the lessor or its duly authorized agents may enter said premises 
or apartments at any reasonable hour to make any necessary repairs, 
or to protect the same against the elements, and they may also enter 
said premises at any reasonable hour of any day after the 15th day 

of September to remove the awnings from any windows having the 
same. 

And it is further agreed, that no waiver of one breach of any cove¬ 
nant herein shall be construed to be a waiver of the covenant itself 
or of any subsequent breach thereof. 

And it is further agreed, that the covenants herein shall bind the 
successors or assigns of the lessor and as well the heirs, executors or 
administrators of the lessee, also shall bind the sub-lessee or 
* 3 assignee of the lessee in case of a proper subletting or assign¬ 
ment according to the terms of this lease. 

And the lessee further agrees, that all servants under — control 
will enter and leave the building by the servants’ entrance and that 
all doors leading from the kitchen to main hall shall be kept closed. 

This lease does not cover store room privileges or rights, but in 
the event the lessor shall voluntarily furnish such, the lessee hereby 
agrees to hold the said lessor harmless for loss, destruction, theft, or 
injury to any of the les-ee’s property placed therein. 


In testimony whereof the parties hereto have signed their names 
and affixed their seals the day and year first hereinbefore written 

THE F. H. SMITH COMPANY, 

Agent for the Owner, 
By-> [seal.] 


Witnessed by: 


Assistant Secretary. 
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Petitioner's Exhibit No. 6. 

Filed October 27, 1922. Morgan H. Beach, Clerk. 

The Chastleton Form. 

This lease made this_dav nf • xi 

between The F FT Qmifi, n y UI > in the year 192- hv 

A n ar i m L Dt ^' 0 ^P°^ a tion,^Owner ai partv C< o? ) ^h a ^fi n ’t A ®’ ent f< * D ' istri ^ 

ill I???"* nS 8 -onX'-Flo^r fn ThTch^iF™ 1 ^ known 

of , 192-, for the sum of d„h Mmmenc f n « on the _ day 
monthly installments of _ do arT in adv ance in 
ington, D. C., the first payments dnll”®? °, f the Iessor . Wash- 

daV ?l T—> 192-, and alike SU m o7thi arS i° be , made on ‘he - 

month thereafter. 0 the ~ <% of each and every 

the said Premkes^t^uUhe^o^inUn 8 'r* ~ } oiU not sublease 
unit not attempt to assign tlX lZe L™ ?? ? f 8aid les «° r > ™d 
smh mitten consent; that he will not use ' , lereunder without 
unlawful purpose; or exhibit anv nlon i saic * P remi ses for any 

Imng, n„r allow to be hung, anTc&Wo^ thereof i "or 

-- s,de of ( he premises nor make nnr f art !f es on the out- 

to any disturbance noise lr „„! nor permit to be made 

said 1 M ,he F'r-emises, ’or to the wmZTof 

• aid building; nor permit to be done anv .,L /! her mhabitants of 

to the annoyance, damage, or disturbance r nf ‘f 11 " 8 whlch nla y be 
m said building, or to the occupants thereof- the , less ?. r °r its tenants 
person or persons or children under _ reof ’ a " d will not allow any 
the passages, landing of stairs of the said < i? n -if? to loiter or P ,a y in 

, le sarne 1" “ny way except for the pumosCof lng ’ an< ^ skad not use 
Wp or allow to be kept any docs e-f s rf ln , 8ress or egress; nor 
phonograph in said apartment or^.’nCf ’ P 8110 * 8 ,. graphophone or 
l>ay the rent as above stated, and aIl P bnifii pr . em,Se ^ ; that , he will 
used in said apartment makinu it. Por 8as and Metric light 
and electric light office to .secured h necessary deposit at the gas 

necessary by the negligence of the lessershalfb^ aI1 .^ e P aira rendered 
that he will surrender the «amp ^ • A- e ^ or —, and 

good condition, ordinary wear anf tlir ‘fi atl0n of ~ tenancy in 
excepted, together with the anfings w-indo damage by the elements 
provements, now or at any time dunnC ihl . acl ^ ens > or other im- 

- r^i^.» S ,w ;; 

of nol 


46 CHASTLETON CORP. ET AL. VS. A. L. SINCLAIR ET AL. 

or not) or if — shall in any other respect violate any of the condi¬ 
tions and covenants contained in this agreement, then it shall be 
lawful for the said party of the first part, his successors and 
76 assigns, to recover possession of the said premises by reason 
of a seven days’ summons under the provisions of the Code 
of Law of the District of Columbia regulating proceedings between 
landlords and tenants, or by such legal process as may at the time 
be in operation in like cases, the said lessee hereby expressly waiv¬ 
ing all right to any other notice to quit. 

And it is further provided, that if under the provisions of this 
lease and agreement a seven days’ summons shall be served, and a 
compromise or settlement shall be made; either before or after judg¬ 
ment, whereby the said lessee shall be allowed to retain said premises, 
such proceedings shall not constitute a waiver of any covenant 
herein contained or the lease itself. 

And it is further provided and agreed, between the parties hereto 
that the lessor or its duly authorized agents may enter said premises 
or apartments at any reasonable hour to make any necessary repairs, 
or to protect the same against the elements, and they may also enter 
said premises at any reasonable hour of any day after the 15th day 
of September to remove the awnings from any windows having the 

same. _ . t 

And it is further agreed, that no waiver of one breach of any 

covenant herein shall be construed to be a waiver of the covenant 
itself, or of any subsequent breach thereof. 

And it is further agreed, that the covenants herein shall bind 
the successors or assigns of the lessor and as well the heirs, executors 
or administrators of the lessee, also shall bind the sub-lessee or 
assignee of the lessee in case ot a proper subletting or assignment 
according to the terms of this lease. 

77 And the lessee further agrees, that all servants under — 

control will enter and leave the building by the servants 
entrance, and that all doors leading from the kitchen to main hall 

shall be kept closed. , 

This lease does not cover store room privileges or rights, but in 
the event the lessor shall voluntarily furnish such, the lessee hereby 
agrees to hold the said lessor harmless for loss, destruction, theft, or 
injury to any of the lessee’s property placed therein. 


In testimony whereof, the parties hereto have signed their names 
and affixed their seals the day and year first hereinbefore written. 

THE F. H. SMITH COMPANY, 

Agent for the Owner , 

By- -, [SEAL.] 

Assistant Secretary. 


Witnessed by: 
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78 Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 7. 

Exact Copy of Transcript of Record Pages, 164-167 Inclusive. 
By the Chairman: 

refpron™ ‘I, ‘ estif y in g before the Commission here in 

reference to this Chastleton Apartment House, have vou presented 

no?o^ an lT S ° that pr °P er 'y a " d described its condihon and 
pointed out its value just as you did to the purchaser of the property 

medI in this contract of sale which was submitted yesterday? A I 

d,d not go into any detailed figures such as I have gi^n youthert 

t„ oi.f ln ' V lat respect would your presentation of the matter 
to that prospective purchaser differ from the way you presented the 

PUinnV 0 !h e Com . missl °n from the witness stand? My presen¬ 
tation to the purchaser was in a general way—the desirability of 

’ n lact > f did not have to use a great many words because 
thev came over here and looked for themselves They are fam?W 
Zt Kington and it did not take much argument J ^tisfy 

thTcity ° ne ° f the beS * and m ° St desirable propertied in 

Q. Sow, state whether the purchaser named in this contract of 
Non-res?denT. dent ° r non ’ resident of the Distr iet of Columbia? A f 

Q. When were you last authorized to sell the Chastleton Apartment 
House and by whom were you authorized to sell it? A. I cannot 
give you the date when I was authorized to sell it, but I was 
authorized to enter into negotiations by Mr. Felix Lake. 

Q. When? A. I cannot tell you that? 

, ;<• You have no idea when? A. Within the last six months as 
ar as that is concerned. I started negotiations after he boueht the 
property before he got title in the first transaction. S ® 

o ,u • J -7° U ,el1 , us during what month vou were definitely 
-‘honzed to proceed with your efforts to sell this property? A 
With these present people? I stated that before, in November ' 
Q. Some time in November? A. November, yes, sir. 

By Mr. Gardiner: 

firs? C ol°h’anH ffil present P<*>Ple. You asked him when he 

stated^ November ’ mean * preSen ‘ pe ° pIe ” and then he 

whl^yoTS me^wafifnot? ‘° ° Ut ° f t0W “ people « 
The Chairman: Yes. 

those'people? 33 Wh6n WaS 1 authorized to be gm negotiations with 
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By the Chairman: 

Q. No. When did you get authority last from Mr. Lake to sell 
this property? I am assuming that you have got general authority 
to sell it to anybody; not to sell it to any particular persons who 
might want to buy. A. Well, I got authority from Mr. Lake to 
negotiate with these people along certain lines in November of last 
year, 1921. 

80 Q. Then as I understand it, you started the negotiations 
which culminated in the signing of this contract which is in 

evidence? A. That is true. 

Q. Dated January 27, 1922. A. Yes, that is true. 

Q. Now, I understood you to say that you took the proposed pur¬ 
chaser of the property to the apartment house. A. That is true. 

Q. To what extent was the property inspected? A. They went 
in several of the apartments and looked over the building in general. 
They did not go down into the engine room or see any of the 
machinery. They were asked if they wanted to see that and they 
said no. 

Q. Now, can you recall approximately the time when that inspec¬ 
tion was made? 

By Mr. Gardiner: 

Q. With reference to the date of the contract I assume you want? 

The Chairman: Yes. 

A. I cannot give you that definitely, Mr. Chairman. 

By the Chairman: 

Q. But it was some time between November and January, wasn’t 
it? A. Oh, I was going to say that I could give it very closely. It 
was, I think, between the first and the fifteenth of January that the 
parties were here and made the inspection. They stated that they 
had some business in New York and that it would take them a few’ 
days and they w’ould take the matter up when they returned. 

81 Q. Well, it w r as after Christmas? A. Oh, yes, it w T as in 
this year. 

Q. What time in November did you see Mr. Lake and get this 
authority to conduct these negotiations? A. I couldn’t answ’er 
that. 

Q. You cannot say what time? A. No. 

Q. You said in November, but you cannot say w’hat part of No¬ 
vember? A. I cannot give you any particular date, no. 

Q. What enables you to sav that it was in November? A. I can¬ 
not tell you that. I just told you I did not remember. 

Q. You remembered that it w r as in November. A. Well, before 
you asked me to fix the date, and I didn’t know’. 

Q. What enables you to fix November as the month during w’hich 
you received this authority from Mr. Lake? A. Why, that is be¬ 
cause when I started the negotiations, I naturally would not start 
the negotiations on property belonging to some one else until I 
had first consulted the owner. 
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authority that there'wa^a proceeding nen’rT^V 16 ? ave F 011 ‘hat 
mission had called upon him for in^orm»f- lng; u hat t l le Rent C ®- 
house? A. He did not! ^formation about this apartment 

O nvi dld n , ot? A - No, sir. 

82 J^^atX PeiSL^Tos^naTe^Mrsfened"? «?* neROtia ' 

® tafen.’? 1 »•’isfs 

by Mr. Lake’s agents. tement that was furnished me 

ment of ^tTapIrtm^Tt.^ 088 rentaIs? A * Jt an itemized state- 
Q. Of each apartment? A. Yes sir 

$390,460. y ° U remember wh at the gross rentals amounted to? A 

aged $3 e 3.8i e p r e r roV^’ Slr ' The unfurnis hed apartments aver- 
I m m y ° U Sh ° W that “formation to the proposed purchaser? A. 

the amount S of 6 r^n/'brin^reie^d 1 for th* 3 ** SaIe influenced hv 

could not tell you that ThevTnf Jk • h ® P ro P ert y sold? A. I 
looked into that for themselves. 7 I too^no rS^nsibiSy at dT “ d 

Notice of Hearing. 

Filed October 30 ; 1922. • 

* * * * 

McNeil, Esq., attorney and R «bert 

4tlfd e a7p 88 8et ® atur<la y, the 
and consider the questions of law r Ms?d in thl t ™? i . and >y »o hear 

entitled cause and to hear and determine Sf J? etltlon in the above 

W. GWYNN GARDINER.' 

84 Motion of Defendant Robert II. MeNeill to Dismiss Petition. 

Filed October 31, 1922. 

♦ ♦ * . 

^ ♦ 

And now comes Robert H McNeil one „r .1 , , * 

above entitled cause, and moves theCourt^ >f . * h f- de f end ants in the 
filed in the above entitled cause for w-mi ,,f „„ ■, d . lsm ' ss the petition 
for want of jurisdiction in the Court to erant. fl,"' * p P el ‘t'°n, and 
? n ‘he said petition of the petitioners and ZLh re,W{ praved for 
mg on the face of the petition. ’ d ‘ ther rcasons a PPcar- 

robert h. McNeill, 

7—3915a defendant. 
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To W. Gwynne Gardiner, Esq., 

Attorney for Petitioners, 

Woodward Building, 

Washington, D. C.: 

Please take notice that the above motion will be called to the 
attention of the Court on Saturday, the 4th day of November, 1922, 
at ten (10) o’clock A. M. or as soon thereafter as counsel can be 
heard. 

ROBERT H. McNEILL, 

Defendant. 

Sendee of a copy of the above motion is acknowledged this 31st 
day of October, 1922. 

W. GWYNN GARDINER, 

A tty. for Petitioners. 

85 Motion to Strike from Pleadings Certain Language as 

Scandalous. 

Filed November 4, 1922. 

******* 

And now come the above named defendants, A. Leftwich Sinclair, 
Clara Sears Taylor, and William F. Gude, the Rent Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia, and composing the Rent Commission of 
the District of Columbia, and move the Court to strike from the 
pleadings and the records of the above entitled case, those parts of 
the affidavit hereinafter quoted of one Edward E. Perry, filed in the 
above entitled case on the 31st day of October, 1922, for the reason, 
and upon the ground that the said language (hereinafter quoted) 
is scandalous. The language which it is moved to strike from the 
pleadings and the record is as follows: 

“It if (is) my opinion that if the public had confidence in the 
Rent Commission or if the Rent Commission was (was) not in ex¬ 
istence, there would be hundreds and hundreds of houses of all 
kinds and classes in the District of Columbia with the rent sign 
upon them and offered to the public for rent at very reasonable 
prices. Due to the present feeling against the Rent Commission and 
the generally prevailing opinion among landlords in Washington 
that they will not be accorded justice by the Rent Commission, 
there are hundreds of houses being withdrawn from the rental lists 
and offered for sale with the result that the renting public who de¬ 
sire houses rather than apartments are forced to purchase homes, 
when otherewise, without the Rent Commission, they would be on the 
market for rent.” 

CHAPIN BROWN. 

CHAPIN BROWN, 

Attorney for the Rent Commission 

of the District of Columbia. 
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8<? T ° H A' ( . G "’ ynn Gainer, Esq . • 

\v/,!° r H Petitioners 
u oodward Building 

Washington, D.’ C.: 

•he attention ofthe^Courf \l >0 I ore .^ n S motion will be caller) t 

CHAPIN BROWN 
CHAPIN BROWN 
Attorney for the Rent Commission 

„ . c of the Dwt ™t of Columbia. 

1* day TZ°emt! 0 W§2 iDg ^ 8nd “*«<* ac knowledged 

Pr. ,? V G ™ N GARDINE R, 

v„ , . Attorney for Petitioners. 

^ Th& ^ io^^^^^^^^^aGf^^s^Simrnons^o'App^^. 
Sed H °- V stronger is* the reason^or^V 1 the °PP° si ‘e Coun- 

««d .*.!« a l, s „ „ ib „ n>] „ ch Wtt, l . n8 „. g . 

87 

Memorandum of Court. 

Filed November 10, 1922. 

* * * * * 

ThTprfyer of^ he^nT -^"’Horary restraining order, 
defendants and each of them from „?f der f? en i° in and restrain the 
<he terms of an order of the ilrtLT?? 8 ln anywise to enforce 
August 15, 1922. the defend ant Rent Commission entered 

ments1n 0 thfbunchng C kno«m S i 0 s n th™ a Ch LtM^'T ° f rents of apart- 
ductions to be effective as of March^ 1 qoo A P® rtlnen <s> such re¬ 
pealed from, and the appeal perS The order ^s ap- 

from August 15, 1922, the appeal unde? l'”, the necessary ten days 
m General Term. PP ’ der the la w, being to this Court 

mission ’s°order^or'the^appeaHhe 1 e f propert y at the time of the Com¬ 
mit become the owner oF the proper^ until 1 m pla . intiff Ha hn did 
* Pe a P pe al from the Rent CommS had K leaS L a m °n‘h after 

wasri ■ ,n ' *• 

y P Y ’ Deing the owne r on January 25, 
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1922, when the Rent Commission instituted the proceedings of 
which complaint is made, its notice of them running to Lake’s 
rental agents of the property, The F. H. Smith Company. 

A few days later a Mrs. du Pont offered to purchase the property, 
which offer Lake accepted on February 2, 1922. On February 14, 
1922, Lake’s agents sought a continuance of the proceeding before 
the Commission, which apparently was granted, as the hearings in 
the case did not begin until April 4, 1922. On March 2?, 

88 1922, the sale to Mrs. du Pont was consummated, and all 
leases, tenancy agreements, etc., were delivered by Lake’s 

rental agents to the agent of the purchaser, and therefore Lake did 
not, according to the allegations of the Bill of Complaint, “take any 
action or steps to protect himself against such proceedings'’. His 
rental agents remained the defendants in the proceedings and it 
is on their appeal that these are now pending. 

In the opinion of the Court, no facts are alleged, nor principles of 
law invoked, that entitle the plaintiffs to the restraining order they 
have applied for, in the light of the facts mentioned above and 
which are set out in the Bill. 

The contentions of the unconstitutionality of the law under 
which the defendant Commission has assumed to act in this case, 
are reserved for the Appellate tribunals to deal with, in view of the 
recent decision of the Supreme Court in the case of Block vs. Hirsh, 
250 U. S. 135. 

The motion for the restraining order must be denied. 

F. L. SIDDONS, 

November 10, 1922. Justice. 

89 Order Denying Restraining Order and Dismissing Bill. 

Filed November 16, 1922. 

******* 

This cause came on for hearing upon the motion of the petitioners 
tor a restraining order, and also upon the motion of the defendant, 
Robert H. McNeill, to dismiss for want of equity in the bill, and was 
fully argued by counsel for the petitioners and by counsel for the 
Rent Commission upon the motion for a restraining order, and by 
the defendant Robert H. McNeill, on the motion to dismiss, and was 
considered by the Court. Whereupon, it is, this 16th day of Novem¬ 
ber, .1922, by the Court, 

Adjudged, Ordered, and Decreed, that the motion for a restrain¬ 
ing order be, and the same is hereby denied, and upon consideration 
of the said motion to dismiss, it is ordered that the same be, and it is 
hereby granted, and the sail bill is hereby dismissed as to all defend¬ 
ants, with costs against the petitioners. 

F. L. SIDDONS, 

Consented to: Justice. 

R. H. McNEILL, 

For Himself , in Proper Person. 

CHAPIN BROWN, 

For Rent Commission. 
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“ °P* n Court > n °ted an 
fixed at $100.00, or a cashes*in l^The^f ^ 

F L. SIDDONS, 

c}q # J ustice. 

Assignments of Error. 

Filed November 16, 1922. 

% jjc ^ 

***** 

(i) ThZ rv Ur I commi . tted ww in dismissing the bill 
prayed for in the yy amitted err °r in refusing the injunctive relief 

f £! & §2^£sfc52r* 

unconstitutional. er the facts m thl * case, as void and 

agent^-S'suSnt under S acTtobrin^hf ^ Service " pon the 

in a case where the owner h^d no knowLi ° f W *T mto court even 
rectly or indirectly. nowledge of the proceedings di- 

declarations of'the'chairman o7the'"holding that the statements and 

di M h r fi ™ were not sufficient to 

sion was not ^ ?“* C ° mmis ' 

mony was offered. g prejudged the case before any testi- 

making fts^rferretTOpMtiVe^aTTOid. ° f ‘b® R ® nt Commis sion in 

W. GWYNN GARDINER, 

Attorney for Plaintiffs. 

Memorandum. 

takSg^ppe^i 1922 -~ $50 dep ° sited ^ Plaintiffs in lieu of under- 

91 Designation of Record . 

Filed November 16, 1922. 
****** 

Transcript'of Wd^h7 ab^eTnfflTa ^ f ° I1<>Win g ^ ‘he 
Court of Appeals • titled cause on appeal to the 

121 M Petition or Bill. 

Ill “ hlb “»“ »»ppo«« 

(4) Motion to dismiss. 

( ) Memo, of the court denying injunctive relief. 
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(6) Decree of the court denying the relief and dismissing the bill. 

(7) Memo, appeal noted in open court. 

(8) Memo, appeal perfected and bond given. 

(9) Assignments of error. 

(10) This designation. 

W. GWYNN GARDINER, 

Attorney for Plaintiffs. 

Service of copy of the above designation of record and assignments 
of error accepted this 16th day of November, A. D., 1922. 

R. H. McNEILL, 

Per E. T. H., 

Attorney for Tenants. 
CHAPIN BROWN, 
Attorney for Rent Commission. 

92 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia > ss: 

I, Morgan H. Beach, Clerk of the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages numbered from 1 to 
91, both inclusive, to be a true and correct transcript of the record, 
according to directions of counsel herein filed, copy of which is made 
part of this transcript, in cause No. 40650 in Equity, wherein The 
Chastleton Corporation, a corporation, et al. are Petitioners and A. 
Leftwich Sinclair, Clara Sears Taylor and William F. Gude, Rent 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia and John H. Amig et al. 
are Respondents, as the same remains upon the files and of record in 
said Court. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe my name and affix the 
seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in said District, this 
17th day of November, 1922. 

[Seal of the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 

MORGAN H. BEACH, 

Clerk. 

E. W. 
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No. 3915. 


vs. ’ 

WILLIAM C R GUDE AI REN?'^m?4^ TAYL0R ’ AND 
TRICT OF COLP^EtIl ° F THE WS ‘ 


FILED NOVEMBER 27, 1922. 


In the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 

No. 3915. 

The Chastleton Apartment Corporation et al„ Appellants, 

vs. 

A. Leftwich Sinclair e t al. Appellees. 

of record in the abowfentitled^mpie ^h 811 ° f tIle attor nevs 
affidavit of one Edward G.pLvffiedin 7h by i?° nSentthat a certain 
the 31st day of October, 1922 ^the same nffit? °* 6 ^P^tled cause on 
record on Page 50 thereof,incluS! n ^h P to in tha 

m this Court, it appearing that the said ^ ransc F Ipt of Record 

record through an error of theclerksffitCfffi TJ eft out o{ the 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia ^ ° f the C erk of the 

/ Of* « . 


(Signed) 

(Signed) 

(Signed) 


W. GWYNN GARDINER, 

For Appellants. 
R. H. McNEILL, 

. CHAPIN BROWN, 

Attorney, for the Rent Commission 
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Affidavit of E. G. Perry. 

Filed October 31, 1922. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 40650. 

The Chastleton Corporation, a Corporation, and Felix Lake and 

Claude H. Hahn, Petitioners, 

vs. 

A. Leftwich Sinclair et al., Rent Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, and John H. Amig, E. M. Rossiter, et al., Respondents. 

I, Edward G. Perry, being first duly sworn on oath depose and 
state that I am the manager of the Rent Department of the F. H. 
Smith Company and have been so employed since-, —— • 

The F. H. Smith Company does a very large real estate business 
in the City of Washington, and, in my opinion, they manage more 
apartment houses than any real estate firm in the city. 

My knowledge, obtained from many years experience in handling 
apartments and the investigations which I have been carrying on 
during the last year and a half, in order that I might be thoroughly 
conversant with local rental conditions, so that I could give our clients 
the best possible service as rental agent, makes me at this time thor¬ 
oughly conversant with every phase of the rental conditions in Wash¬ 
ington. 

Deponent further states as a fact that in August, 1922, there were 
under construction in the District of Columbia seventy-two apartment 
houses with an average capacity of thirty-four apartments to a build¬ 
ing. About fifty of the buildings which were under construction at 
that time have now been completed and are now open to the renting 
public and are more or less occupied, although there are many vacan¬ 
cies in these apartments. The balance of these said apartment houses 
under construction in August will be completed within the next 
three months. There are at this time some vacancies in ninety per 
cent of these fifty new apartment houses, completed and now open 
to the public. The average rental per room in these seventy-two 
apartment houses is about $27.50 per month. 

There are at least three hundred vacant apartments in desirable 
apartment houses in the District of Columbia, and as these other 
buildings are completed and made ready for occupancy, the number 
of available apartments will be greatly increased. The demand for 
apartments today is not as great as the number of apartments offered 
for rent. 

It is my opinion that if the public had confidence in the Rent Com¬ 
mission or if the Rent Commission was not in existence, there would 
be hundreds and hundreds of houses of all kinds and classes in the 
District of Columbia with the rent sign upon them and offered to 







feeling against the font OanmfaSon anil th' Du6 n 1116 P re8 «nt 
opi "'°, n among landlords to S eneral . T Prevailing 

corded justice by the Rent ComitoSfrtL^ ‘ ^ T 1 ’’ not be ac- 
being withdrawn from the rcnl l ii^o’ * a hundreds of houses 
result that the renting publk ^ho ' n° ffered for sale with tee 
ments are forced to S th “ “P^ 

Rent Common, they would ^ 

8 ’ EDWARD G. PERRY 

oToM ublic in *» * 

L j (Sl « ned > FLORA E. DAVIS, 

Notary Public, D. C. 

Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States op America 
District of Columbia > ss: 

of Columbia, herebT£? fo" 1 * 6 ™ 6 ? ourt of the District 
Affidavit of E G Perrv filed , e fore g?mg is a true copy of the 
ton Corporation, acor/oration^nd^f^T *? thecaseof TheChastle- 
Petitioners, vs. A. Sft ™ch Sincllir et ffi^Ren^r laUd - Hahn - 
the District, of Columbia, and John II Amio^\f 0I £ mi ® 10ners of 
Respondents, and that th* , n • 4 mi & M. Rossiter, et al. 

transcript 0 f record heretofore transmittedT^fh 1 n omitted from the 
the District of Columbia. tted to the ^ ourt of Appeals of 

seal of w 8 "^ 1 * my name and afflx the 

23rd day of November, lS f " ashln S ton > in s aid District, this 

[Seal of the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 

MORGAN H. BEACH, 

By w. E. WILLIAMS, ^ lerk ’ 

E. W. Assistant Clerk. 

A. [ Leftwkh d Sinclair 3 et°al. ^Addtoon^R Co 7 )oratiot [ et al. vs. 

Counsel. Court of Appeal® District, nf°p^ eC0 ^ P er Stipulation of 

1922. Henry W. Hodgl.Clerk Columbia. Filed Nov. 27, 
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